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EXTENT OF USE OF LEARNING PACKAGES AND THEIR 
ACCEPTANCE BY SOUTH DAKOTA HOME 
ECONOMICS TEACHERS AND PUPILS 
ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study· was to determine the extent to which home 
economics teachers in South Dakota were using learning packages . A 
second purpose was to determine teacher and pupil reac tion to package 
teaching and learning . 
Of the 200 home economic s teachers responding to the· teacher ques­
tionnaire, 72 or 36 percent indicated they had used learning packages 
during the 1 970-71 school year. There was no significant difference 
among teachers with varying years of teacher experience as to whether 
or not they used packages . 
CAPSULES were the ma jor source or type of learning package used by 
home economics teachers in South Dakota . Packages were combined with · 
other methods by the majority of teachers . 
A highly significant difference was found among teachers in the 
extent to which they used various teaching methods with learning packages .  
A significant difference was also found in the extent to which home ec­
onomics teachers u sed the various evaluation techniques with learning 
packages, 
Most frequently lis ted advantages found in package teaching were 
largely advantages seen for pupils using learning packages including 
learning at one•s own rate and according to one's own ability level, 
Increased preparation time was the leading disadvantage, 
Pupils were selected on the basis of a random sampling of the 72 
teachers using learning packages, Responses of 583 pupils representing 
twenty schools were evaluated, 
The majority of pupils indicated they learned bes t  in small group 
situations and that they used packages only in home economics classes, 
The majority of pupils responding felt packages permitted them to learn 
at one•s own rate, to learn what interests one•s self, to s tudy in depth, 
and to spend less time completing a project, Significant differences 
were found among pupils in different schools for all these factors . 
Learning at one's own rate and learning what interests one's self 
were the advantages most frequently listed by pupils. Grading require­
ments were the leading disadvantage. 
Significant differences were noted among pupils in different schools 
as to how frequently various evaluation devices were used with learning 
packages � Significant differences were also found among pupils by school 
in their use of learning aids combined with learning packages. 
Marlene Bleeker Brands, Extent of Use of Learning Packages and Their 
Acceptance by South Dakota Home Economics Teachers and Pupils .  
Unpublished Master's Thesis, Brookings, South Dakotas South Dakota 
State University, 1972. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Innovations in education today emphasize the individualization of 
learning and independent study, A statement issued as early as 1925 by 
. . 1 Balvin and Glaser lends emphasis to -this current innovations 
It has become , • , absurd to expect to achieve uniform results 
from uniform assignments made to a class of widely differing in­
dividuals. Throughout the educational world there has therefore 
awakened a desire to find some way of adapting schools to the in­
dividuals who attend them, 
One of the methods of providing for individualized instruction is 
through independent study. Independent study materials may be as common-
place as study guides and textbooks or as innovative as learning packages. 
It is the latter, learning packages, which this researcher has investi-
gated as a method Qf independent study designed to individualize instruc-
tion. 
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to which home 
economics teachers in South Dakota were using learning packages. A 
second purpose was to denote teacher and pupil reaction to package teach-
ing and learning. 
It can be assumed that individual differences do exist, and as 
1
l};fight A. Allen and Eli Seifman, Edi tors, ·The Teacher's Handbook, 
Glenview, Illinois: Scott, Foresman and Co., 1971, p. 270. 
2 
2 Beggs and Buffie said, "• • •  the role of the school is to help each 
child develop his potenti�l to whatever degree his abilities permit." 
'!be methods used to accomplish this role are subject to debate, but this 
writer assumed that learning packages constitute an acceptable method. 
The writer's interest in this subject was aroused through current 
publications and because of the work being done in the area of learning 
packages by teachers in the state. 
Importance of the Problem 
Since learning packages are a recognized innovation in home econ-
omics instruction, teachers must become aware of the role they can be 
expected to �erform. By determining the extent to which learning pack­
ages are· being used by South Dakota home economics teachers and pupils 
and their reaction to them, the researcher hoped to assess the implica-
tions fo.r teacher education. 
Research Design 
In gathering data for this study, the descriptive survey method· 
was utilized. Questionnaires were sent to all home economics teachers 
LJunior and senior high school level] in South Dakota including those 
in federally-funded vocational departments and in nonvocational and 
private school departments. . Two hundred and twenty-nine teachers were 
included, representing 187 schools. 
2David W .  Beggs, III and Edward G. Buffie, Bold New Ventures 
Nongraded Schools in Action. Bloomington, Indianaa Indiana University 
Press, 1968, p. 24. 
After determining the number of teachers who were using learning 
packages during the 1970�71 school year, questionnaires were sent to a 
randqm sampling of pupils. A total of 1,095 pupil questionnaires were 
mailed to the teachers of pupils in 20 schools, 
J 
Analyzation of the teacher. questionnaire was largely descriptive 
summary. Chi-square was us ed to test the following null hypothesesa 
'Ihere was n9 significant difference among teachers having varying years 
of experience as to whether or not they used learning packages, there 
was no significant difference in the extent to which various teach_ing 
methods were combined with learning packages ,  there was no significant 
difference in the extent to which home economics teachers used the var­
ious evaluation techniques with learning packages, 
Chi-square was employed extensively to analyze data obtained from 
pupil questionnaires to determine if there were significant differences 
among pupils by c lass and school for factors included in the question• 
naire, Means and standard deviation evaluations were done to determine 
scope of subjec·t areas sele c ted by pupils using CAPSULES, De scriptive 
summarie s anaiyzed advantages and disadvantages reported by pupils using 
package s , 
1'imitations of the Study 
The scope of the research was limited t.o home economics teachers at 
the junior and senior high school level in South Dakota and to a random 
sampling of pupils, It is the opinion of this researcher that a more 
thorough investigation of pupils·, perhaps a sampling from each school 
using �ackages, may yield more reliable data. 
Ambiguity of terminology in the questionnaires may have influenced 
responses. Perhaps it would have been wise to use a sample question-
naire prior to mailing the final form, especially in the case of the 
4 
pupil questionnaire where some confusion arose regarding �he overlapping 
of subject matter areas. The researcher feels that the subject matter . 
area as outlined in the South Dakota Home Economics Curriculum Guide 
was not specific enough in determining scope of subject areas and would 
revise this portion of the questionnaire to include more detailed course 
content. 
Characterization of Terms 
Independent study a "study3 carried on with a minimum or a complete 
absence of external guidance." 
Indivj_dualized instructiona4 
1. the organization of instructional materials in a manner that 
will permit each student to progress in accord with his own abilities 
and interests. 2. the provision of instructional guidance and assist­
ance to individual pupils in accord with their needs. 
Learning packages ffihear and Ray "• • •  a self-instructional5 
unit developed for learning one basic concept or idea. • • • " Each pack-
age contains behavioral objectives telling the student what to do, mate-
rials to use,. and the minimum level of performance. 
3 Carter V. Good, Editor, Dictionary of Education. New Yorks 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1959, p. 5 31 . 
4 Ibid., p, 290, 
5Twyla Shear and Elizabeth Ray, "H.ome Economics Learning Packages 
(HELPs)," Journal of Home Economics, 611768, December, 1969 • . 
Traditional method of teaching1 6 l[eineiJ 
Instruction oriented toward a group or class which meets daily 
at a designated scheduled time. Common assignments are given to 
all members of the group. Learning experiences are group-oriented, 
teacher paced, and scheduled at a time convenient to the teacher 
and the school. 
As used in this study, the following terms are defined by the 
researchers 
Learning aids: devices used for teaching and learning including 
textbooks, supplementary reading materials, audio-visual equipment and 
other tactile materials; not including teaching methods such as dis-
cussion, role-playing, lecture and similar techniques. 
Evaluation device: any device, method or experience used for 
appraising the status or progress of an individual and implying coop-
5 
erative evaluation between pupil and teacher, formal and informal eval-
uation,' and employment of means other than standardized instruments. 
6 
. 
Doris L. Keiner, Comparing the Effectiveness of Two Different 
Methods of Teaching a Self-developed Consumer Education Unit in a Second 
Year High School Home Economics Class. Unpublished Master's Thesis, 
Brookings, South Dakotas South Dakota State University, 1971, p. 11. 
CHAPTER II 
SOME PERTINENT LITERATURE 
Current focus on the individual student has resulted in a growing 
_emphasis on independent study. 'Ille development of self-directed learners 
has, become a major goal of education, and the school has become a place 
described by Groeschell1 as follows• 
• , • a place for students to think and to question, for finding 
some answers, but in so doing, raising more questions. · It is a 
place where the appetites for learning are whetted, the imagination 
stimulated, and reasoning challenged, 
The purposes of Chapter II were to ascertain the meaning of independ-
ent study and individualized instruction, to discover various techniques 
involved, and to summarize researched and reported results, In addition, 
the researcher investigated the role of learning packages as an approach 
to indi vidua.lized learning through independent study. A further purpose 
was to evaluate the implications for teacher training in implementing 
these innovations. 
Meaning of Independent Study 
Alexander et al. define independent study as tt• • •  self-directed2 
1Robert Groeschell, "Curriculum Provisions for Individual Differ­
ences," Social Education, 311417, May, 1967. 
2 . 
. 
William M, Alexander and Vynce A. Hines and Asso., Independent 
Study in the Secondary Schools, N�w York : Holt,· Rinehart and Winston, 
Inc,, 1967, p. 1. 
. 
7 
learning activity." Torrance sees independent study as a " •. . • • powerful 3 
instructional tool • • • " to motivate stude:its and develop skills for 
continuous learning . 
Independent study provides an opportunity for students to assume 
responsi�ility for their own learning. Alexander e t  al.4 describe specific 
behavior required of independent learners to includes 
. 1. The independent learner undertakes on his own initiative learn­
ing tasks that are important to him .  2 . He uses sources of informa­
tion efficiently. 3. He tests out reflectively possible answers , 
solutions , ideas , to see whe ther they are adequate. 4 . . He seeks to 
apply generalizations from former to new situations . 5, He is not 
easily discouraged by the difficulty of the learning tasks nor by 
forces·which would have him accept inadequate answers , solutions , and 
ideas, 6. He enjoys learning and seeks opportunities to learn . 
'Ihese behavior requirements may imply that only the academically talented 
can benefit from independent study, However , Brown5 theorizes that the 
ordinary student , as well as the talented and creative , can profit and 
that motivation is the key requirement, Brown6 describes the independent 
learner asa 
• • •  excited by intellec tual freedom , flexibility , challenge , 
variety in the place of restraint , and open rather than locks tep 
education. He learns to think in depth as he organizes and directs 
his own learning experiences. 
Independent study in totality is not completely innovative, 
3Paul E .  Torrance , "Independent Study Used As an Instructional Tool ," 
Education Digest,  33•27, December , 1967. 
4 . Alexander and Others , op. c it, , p. 4 . 
5B . Frank Brown , "The Nongraded School ," Bulletin of the National 
Association of Secondary School Principals , 47a66, May , 1963,, 
6Ibid. 
8 
Alexander et al. 7 delineate the concepts of independent study to include 
the long-held usage as a substitute for organized instruction , as honors 
work , and as culminating activity in the form of graduate theses. Some-
what more modern concepts include independent study as contained in cor-
responde�ce courses and programmed instruction. The more innovative 
concepts of independent s tudy embody the employment of independen� s tudy 
first as a supplement to large and small group instruction and second, 
as individualized instruction. 
Independent Study as a Means of Individualizing Instruction 
.The evolution of individualized instruction is based on the assump-
8 tion stated by Be5gs and Buffie that "every student cannot learn all 
things easily and well." However ,  merely working independently does not 
assure that a student is learning .in an individualized s ituation. What 
then distinguishes an individualized learning program? Baher and Gold­
berg9 characterize the individualized learning system this waya 
L}inderscoring by this writer emphaslzes key elementsJ 
An individualized learning system is a highly flexible system of 
multiple materials and procedures, in which the student is given sub­
s tantial responsibility for planning and carrying out his own organiz­
ed program·of studies ,  with the assistance of his teachers , and in 
which his progress is determined solely in terms of those plans. 
Four areas of ind ividual differences are designated by Abraham 
7Alexander and Others , op. cit, ,  pp. 5-9. 
8navl.d W, Beggs , III and Edward G. Buffie, Editors , Bold New 
Venture: Nongraded Schools in Action. Bloomington , Indianaa Indiana 
University Press ,  1968 , p, 57. 
9Gail L. Baher and Isadore Goldberg , "The Individualized Learning 
Sys tern, " Educational Leadership, 2 7 : 77 5, May, 1970. · 
10 
Shumsky as knowledge, academic capabilities, social relations and 
approach to learning, 11 Reisman refers to this last area as "style of 
9 
learning" and spec
.
ifies tpree distinc.:t styles1 visual, reading; aural, 
listening; and physical, doing. These areas of individual differences 
12 
demand, according to Kapfer, that subject matter must be appropriate 
to the learner with regard to the followings 
" 
l, the pace of instruction, 2. the level of difficulty in the 
instructional material, 3, the relevance of the instructional mate­
rial to �eality as perceived by the pupil, 4. the pupil's level of 
interest, 5. the individual learning style of the pupil. 
• • 
Flec� .. refers to individualization as the process of releasing the 
, unique
13 
potential of the student," Students determine procedures 
� 
and levels for learning according to their own ability and interests. 
'Ibis requires teachers who are willing to find time to understand and 
work separately with each pupil. Individualized instruction demands 
assignments which have many acceptable levels of achievement and which 
permit more than one correct answer obtainable by· more than one accept-
able method. 
Classrooms and students cease to be mere storehouses for close-ended 
facts as the students seek satisfactory answers to individually selected 
10 
Abraham Shumsky, I n  Search of Teaching Style, New Yorke Apple-
ton-Century-Crofts, 1968, p. 156. 
11
Frank Reismann, "Styles of Learning, " National Education Asso­
c1ation Journal, .55.:15, March, 1966. 
12 
Philip Kapfer, "An Instructional Management Strategy for Indi-
vidualized Learning, n Phi Delta Kappan, 49i261, January, 1968. 
!)
Henrietta Fleck, "Individualization, " Forecast for Home Economics, 
111 54, March, 1966. 
problems. 'Ille ideal meaning of individualized instruction is implied 
by Beggs and Buffie14 as followsa 
10 
'!he rate of a youngster•s progress is his rate of accomplishment, 
'!be depth of study is his depth of understanding, The breadth of 
consideration is his breadth of interest, When a student has develop­
ed one skill or mastered one concept, he is free to move to the next , 
regardless of the progress of others or the time of the year . Move­
ment through a varied instructional program is continuous. Success in 
the mastery of one subject breeds interest in the mastery of another. 
Instructional Techniques 
In searching the literature , two particular aspects were revealed 
regarding tl)e instructional techniquesa the administrative management 
of groups of students and the methods of independent s tudy used by the 
teachers. 
Administrative management of groups of students, Although the re-
searcher does not intend to give a detailed account of administrative 
techniques ,  it seems wise to mention several such methods whi ch have been 
found to stimulate i?dependent study and individualized instruction. 
Flexible and modular scheduling , nongrading , differentiated s taffing , team 
teaching and learning centers are among the recurring terms used in de-
scribing school' environments which are conduc ive to independent study and 
individualized instruction. 
Students must be free to move around within a building and to use 
the facilities available when needed. Two important scheduling features 
listed by Alexander et a1.15 area 
14 Beggs and Buffie , loc. cit. 
15Alexander and Others , op, cit . , p .  62. 
11 
1. The schedule must be based on the principle that not all stu­
dents need the same amount of time in a class or another activity. 
2. Scheduling arrangements must permit students to see teachers for 
conferences about their independent study problems. 
Innovative administrative technique s , although complementary , are · 
not absolute s in carrying out a program of independent study as a means 
of individualized instruction . Tunks s�pports this view by stating , 
"Far
16 
more i�portant than the schedule is what goes on in the classroom 
within the available time." 
Another feature of administrative scheduling not specifically men­
tioned above involves grouping of independent learners . Chase
17 
summa-
rize s this important requirement by remindinga 
Even when we are concerned with indi.vidual needs and c onsequent 
provision for growth , we do not neglect the rightful and de sirable 
opportunities for whole-clas s activities, The sharing of common 
experience s  in a noncompetitive situation adds important value s  to 
soc ial living. 
Small group work is also vital in providing peer contact and should be . 
. 
an integral part of the independent study program . This can be arranged 
by the classroom teacher or s pontaneously by the pupils themselves. Shar-
ed learnings , p�pil-assisted learnings and socialization are resultant 
advantages . 
Independent study methods . Clark and Starr note that independent 
16 . . . . . . . . . 
Roger Tunks , "Classroom Strategie s  for Success with Packages , " 
Journal of Secondary Education , 46:210, May , 1971. 
17w. Linewood Chase, "Providing for Individual.Differencesa Mi ddle 
and Upper Grades , "  Soc ial Education , 311411, May , 1967. 
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18 study materials may be a s  commonplace as " • • •  study 
. 
and activity 
guides used by all pupils throughout a unit • • • or for use with a cer-
tain book, movie • • . • •  " A study guide may also contain suggestions and 
directions for individual learnings. 
Programmed learning is a more sophisticated approach to independent 
study. Since, according to Van Allen, the student is " • • • always19 in 
pursuit of answers to questions he did not ask . . . ... , this is independ-
ent study which may or may not result in individualized learning. 
Since the early 1960•s, independent study materials have been de-
veloped for self-�acing, depth and quest activities. Innovative terms 
used to describe this instructional method include student units, learn-
ing packages, or contracts. Using the term "learning packages", this 
researcher has reviewed this innovation in detail. 
Learning Packages 
20 Ringis defines a learning package simply as a "• • •  lesson plan· 
for an individual learne·r." Georgiades refines and broadens this simple 
description by defining a package as "• • • a self-contained21 set of 
teaching-learning materials designed to teach a single concept or idea 
for structured individual and independent use in a continuing progress 
.iB
Leonard H. Clark and Irving S. Starr, Secondary School Teaching 
Methods. New Yorks The MacMillan Co., 1967, p. 175. 
i9
Roach Van Allen, "Individualized Instruction or Learning?" The 
Instructor, 78 s 33, November, 1968. 
20
Herbert R. Ringis, "What Is an Instructional Package?" Journal 
of Secondary Education, 461201, May, 1971. 
21
William Georgiades, "The Advent of Packages," Journal of Second­
ary Education, 461199, May, 1971. 
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school program." 
Kapfer22 identifies eight component parts of learning packages1 
concepts, instructional objectives [also called behavioral objective�, 
multi-dimensional learning materials, diversified learning activities, 
pre-evalu�tion, self-evaluation, post-evaluation, and quest. Each of 
these has a unique function. Some packages may also include a rationale 
which introduces the package. 
Ovard states, "A concept23 is a complete and meaningful idea. • • " 
Some concepts may be mastered independently, while others will require 
knowledge of prerequisite concepts in order to learn the new concept, 
The course content must be arranged to allow for continuous progress in 
a logical sequence of concepts, 
Behavioral objectives provide a student with reasons for learning. 
"These24 objectives must have been internalized and have formulated his 
understanding of what is expected as the outcome from his efforts with 
the package," remind� Ringis, Objectives should inform a student what 
behavior is e_xpected and the minimum level of acceptable performance. 
Because pupils have different learning styles, multi-media will be 
more effective in meeting these individual styles. They will also free 
the teacher to work with individuals as students use the media independ-
ently. The variety in media seems to add spice to learning, Included 
in the multi-media approach are such teaching aids as films, filmstrips,· 
22 Kapfer, loc, cit. 
23Glen F. Ovard, Individualizing Instruction and Learning. Provo, 
Uta.hi World Wide Association, [fto copyright give'riJ, p. 3, 
24
Ringis, op. cit., p. 202. 
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tapes_, records, models, charts, pictures, books , pamphlets, overhead 
transparencies , opaque projec tors, microscopas , chalkboards , and other 
similar aids . 
Diversified learning experiences provide alternative routes to 
accomplish the behavioral objectives and the option to participate in 
group learning which may be self-organized. '!heir role is explained by 
Postlethwait e.t al. 
25 thus 1 
• • • a wide variety of teaching-learning experiences are inte­
grated, with provision for individual student differences , and each 
experience is planned to present effic iently some important aspect 
of the subject. 
Evaluation must be done in terms of the stated behavioral objectives . 
26 
Lueck et al . stress the role of evaluation to improve learning by statinga· 
'!he work of students is evaluated in order to measure their achieve­
ment , uncover reasons for failure, counsel students more intelligently ,  
provide incentives for students , report more objectively on the stu­
dent• s work • • •  , and determine the effectiveness of teaching . 
Evaluation within learning packages usually includes pretests , self'� 
. 
evaluation , and posttests . The pretest serves as an introduction to the 
package and performs a placement role , determining the individual's level 
of entry into a·package concept. The posttest provides the teacher and 
pupil with a means to determine the progress reached in terms of the be-
havioral objectives and serves as a directive for future learnings . 
The importance of self-evaluation is. emphasized by Clark and Starr, 
25s. N. Postlethwait, J. Novak, and H. Murray, An-Integrated Ex­
perience Approach to Learning. Minneapolis , Minnesotaa Burgess and Co . ,  
1964, p.  5. 
26
William R. Lueck and Others, Effective Secondary Education. 
Minneapolis , Minnesotaa Burgess Publishing Co., 1966, p. 394. 
"If evaluation27 is to be fully effective, and the pupil is to set his 
goals correctly, the pupil should participate in evaluating his own 
progress." To accomplish this, pupils can participate in forming be-
15 
havioral objectives, check their own work, and decide when they are ready 
to advanc�. Self-evaluation requires opportunities for frequent pupil-
teacher interaction throughout the entire learning activity. 
28 . Since, according to Groeschell, " • • •  narrow · evaluation accom-
panies limitea learning opportunities," it is essential to accompany 
diversified learning activities with varied evaluation techniques. Among 
those found' to be effective with packages are written tests, oral con-
ferences, observations, rating scales, check lists, problem-situation 
tests, and projects and themes. 
Evaluation must be on an individual basis if the package aims to 
meet individual needs. Measurements can be quantitative or qualitative. 
The "quantity standard"29 as defined by Ovard has five possible routesa 
two or more unrelate� approaches to the same concept, levels of diffi­
culty, rank order presentation of concepts from easy to complex, teacher 
analysis and prescription of quantity of content and approaches suitable 
for each pupil,· and the quest program. Contracting for grades, a process 
which allows a pupil to agree with his teacher in advance what grade he 
will receive and by what route, is a form of quantitative evaluation 
sometimes combined with learning packages. Qualitative evaluation 
27Clark and Starr, op. cit., p. 356. 
28Groeschell, loc. cit. 
29 6 Ovard, op. cit., pp. 5- • 
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involves the degree of competency desired for each individual . Regard-
less of the evaluation device or the measurement employed, evaluation is 
based on self-competition . 
Quest ac tivitie s  are u sually self- initiated and self-direc ted learn-
ing . experiences . 'Ihey may involve in-depth learnings of a previously 
studied concept or an entirely new concept. Through the se depth oppor-
30 tunities, Jones main tains that "students find themselves spending more 
time , putting forth greater effort , and experiencing an increased joy in 
learning a particular subject • • • •  " 
Representative types of packages and their developers include the 
following list reported by Ringis a 31 
IPI ( Individually Prescribed Instruc tion ) , Learning Research and 
Development Center , University of Pittsburg, Pittsburg, Pennsylv�nia ; 
LAP ( Learning Ac tivi ty Package ), Nova Schools, Ft. Lauderdale, 
Florida, and Hughson High School , Hughson , California ; 
TLU ( Teaching-Learning Un i t ) , Wes tinghouse Learning Corporation, 
Project PLAN, 2680 Hanover St . , Palo Alto , California ; 
LP ( Learning Package s ), Hartford City Schools, Hartford, Connec ticu t ;  
UNIPAC, Teachers UNIPAC Exchange , 1 653 Fore st Hills Drive, Salt Lake 
Clty, Utah . 
Lewis32 adds the following : ISU ( Individual Study Uni ts ), Wyandanch, 
Long Island, New York , and CONTRACT, Duluth School Dist�ic t, Duluth, 
Minnesota. Three additional types of packages are cited by Shear and 
30 Richard v .  J9ne s , Jr . , "Learning Ac tivi ty Packages a  An Approach 
to Individualized Instruc tion, " Journal of Secondary Education, 43 1 182, 
April, 1968 . 
31Herbert R .  Ringis, "Where Goes the Package? "  Journal of Secondary 
Education , 46 1 2 30, May, 1 97 1 . 
32James Lewis, Jr . ,  Administering the Individualized Instruction 
Program . West Nyack, New York s Parker Publishing Co . ,  1971 , p. 5 . 
• ,  
17 
Ray33 as follows a 
HELPs ( Home Economics Learning Packages ) , American Home Economics 
Association , 2010 Massachuse tts Ave . , N .  W . , Washington, D. C . ; 
PAK ( Penn-Manor Ac tivity Kit) , Millerville , Pennsylvania ; 
KEY ( Knowledge , Education , and You ),  Palmyra , Pennsylvania . 
Several home economics de partmen ts in South Dakota are using CAPSULES , 34 
a learning package program developed by Mrs. Eleanor Cochrane, Department 
of Home Economics, Brookings High School, Brookings ,  Sou th Dakota. In 
addition to these rather well-published types of packages ,  there are prob-
ably numerous similar packages prepared by individual classroom teachers 
to mee t the ir specific s ituations. 
HELPs are distributed to teachers across the nation through a pool-
ing effort . After a teacher has submi tted a . required number of self-
wri tten packages, she is en ti tled to purchase packages from the library 
system . .  The CAPSULE program has been sold to schools in several states 
and is introduced to prospec tive users through a workshop .  UN IPACs are 
also available for purchase . 
Problems and limi tations have developed in the attempt to implement 
learning package s .  Rec ord keeping becomes a mammoth job an d  mus t be kept 
simple .  Whe ther or not to consider packages as consumable or re turnable 
will influence the cost and produc tion time of the program , although after 
initial testing and revamping, the package may be viewed as salvagable. 
The . too-often used monolithic approach to the learning goal, reading ; the 
. JJTwyla Shear and Elizabe th Ray , ;,Home Economics Learning Packages 
(HELPs ) , "  Journal of Home Economics , 61 1 768 ,  December, 1?69 . 
. 34Eleanor · Cochrane , "Reaching .Out to .Those We Teach, " Teacher of 
Home Economics, National Education Association Journal , .32 1 1 8 ,  May, 
1969 .  
amount of teacher time required for developing and writing ; and the con­
tribution to pupil boredom if used in isolation are cited by Georgiades 35 
as limitations of the learning package , However, Georgiade s further 
states, "Used36 in combination with a variety 0£ other instructional 
media and methodology, they /jackageiJ can facilitate • self-paced • learn-
ing and produce a higher level of success for all students . " 
Results of Re search 
Educational research is limited in this area because of the fact 
that independent study as a means of individualizing instruction is rel­
atively new : However, English assume s " • • • that37 any model that 
allows teacher tal�nts and time to be used more effectively, enhances 
learning . • • • " 
In a study conducted at Cedar City High School, Cedar City, Utah, 
Dr, Julian Clair Morris compared an individualized instructional program 
with the conventional program which had been in operation prior to de-
veloping and impleme�ting of the new program , The null hypothesis that 
differences between the two groups would not be significant led to the 
following findings and conclusions 1 38 
35Georgiades, op. cit , ,  p. 200. 
36Ibid 
�� ·  
37Fenwick English, "Ques tions and Answers on Differentiated Staff­
ing," Today • s Education , National Education Association Journal, 58 1 54 ,  
March, 1969 .  
38Julian Clair Morris ,  " A  Descriptive Analysis and Evaluation of an . Integrated Program of Individualized Instruction in Cedar City High School , " 
Dissertation Abstrac ts . Ann Arbor, Michigan a University Microfilms, Jan­
uary-March, 1969 ,  �. 2 937-A. 
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In the areas of critical thinking , study habits and attitudes , and 
library skills , the null hypothesis was rejected in favor of the 
conventional group. Relative to drop-outs , the null hypothesis was 
rejected in favor of individualized programs . • • • Of thirteen 
comparisons , nine were not significant ,  three favored the convention­
al and one the individualized. Therefore , it could not be said that 
one method was better or worse than the other . 
In a study designed to plan , teach , evaluate and compare the . effec­
tiveness of independent study and traditional classroom teaching , Keiner39 
concluded that there were no significant differences in achievement be-
tween the independent and traditional groups based on a comparison of 
pretest and posttest scores . When comparing amount of time spent in 
student-teacher conferences , a direct relationship was found between 
a.mount of time spent and growth in achievement.  Keiner felt that lower-
ability students need motivating and that teacher-pupil communication is 
a :positive factor in increased achievement.  
40 The New York State Education Department conducted a research pro-
ject on independent study to determine if students who were spending a 
great proportion of time out of class were learning as much as those  
attending class . The study , carried out at Valhalla High School , Val-
halla ,  New York, compared achievement ,  school grades ,  critical thinking , 
study skills , research and library techniques , originality , and pupils ' 
enthusiasm for school . No significant differences were found in school 
39Doris L.  Keiner, _ Comparing the Effectiveness of Two Different· 
Methods of TeachL�g a Self-developed Consumer Education Unit in a Second 
Year High School Home Economics Class . Unpublished Master ' s  Thesis , 
Brooking� , S�uth Dakot� , South Dakota State University ,  1971 , pp. 2 ,  4J-4 .  
40
:pon H. Richardson , ." Independent Study : . What Difference Does  It 
Make ? "  Bulletin of the Nationai Association of Secondary School Princi­
Eals , 51 : 56-60 , September, 1967 . 
20 
grades ,  critical thinking or achievement . However , students using the 
independent s tudy program for the second year showed gains over students 
in the program for one year .  School satisfaction , s tudy habits , and 
library skills were significantly improved in favor of the independent 
study group . 
An experimental study by Salois evaluated student uni ts to test 
41 two null hypothe ses as follows • 
Students taught by the experimental method [Student unit� do not 
differ from students taught by other me thods in their achievement of 
course goals as shown on the final exam . And, there is .no difference 
in student ac_complishment when using the experimental method be tween 
groups taught by inexperienced teachers and those taught by experi­
enced teachers in terms of the final test score . 
The individual student uni ts wi th the accompanying teacher guide were 
compared wi th the tradi tional me thod which was found to utilize one text 
with few additional references .  The differences i n  mean final exam scores 
served to reject the null hypothesis in favor of the experimen tal me thod 
and the experienced teachers . 
Various considerations were compared in an experimental me thod using 
the lecture-discussion method for the control and the independent s tudy 
me thods for the experimental fac tor . Roberson42 concluded that a 
Information gain was not significan t .  Lecture-discussion method 
require s more time for s tudents to rece ive instruc tion . Initial 
preparation for individual study materials takes more time . Use of 
individual s tudy will re sult in substantial saving of time required 
41sister Mary Jearme Salois , "An Experimental Study to Evaluate the 
Use of Two S tuden t Units in Homemaking Classes in Catholic Schools , "  
Journal of Home Economics , 54 1 454, July , 1962 . 
�R . ay Parker Roberson , "An Experimental Comparison of Two Methods 
of Teaching Related Information in Distributive Education at the H igh 
School Leve l , " Dissertation Abstracts . Ann Arbor , I1ichigan a University 
Microfilms , April-June , 1968 ,  p .  4058-A . 
for co-ordinator . When taugh t by different methods , atti tudes to­
ward a unit may differ . Initial preparation cos ts of materials for 
independen t study will be higher . • • • 
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A study reported by Linck43 implies that independent study programs 
rely heavily on the library and printed media . He found that most school 
librarie s  and ins truc tional materials cen ters were not adequate for even 
the traditional approach . The s tudy also revealed involvemen t of the 
independen t s tudy s tudent in the produc tion of in struc tional media, 
An independent study experiment with emphasis on individualized in-
struction through multi-media instruc tional me terials suitable for differ-
ent ability levels was c ondu c ted by Swe e t .  The six media used t o  teach 
eigh t beginning c loth ing concepts were audio tapes , books and reading 
references , filmstrips and slides , flashcards , models , and overhead 
44 tran s�arencies . Among the re sults reported were the following s 
• • •  all three ability groups used the ins truc tional media in a 
general pattern of decreasing time usage from the h igh abili ty group 
to the low abili ty group • • •  models we·re used the mos t  and the 
audio tape s were 'used for the se cond larges t amount of . time . , • the 
high ability group u tilized all the ins truc tional media for a greater 
quantity of time than the o ther two abili ty groups , 
Swe e t  believe s  that "• • •  the high45 ability group ' s  cons i s tent use of 
the instruc tional media • • • demonstrates their posi tive ini tiative and 
desire to learn by all of the available me thods of ins tru c tion . " The 
4�orman Linck , "Educational Media and Independent S tudy , " Educa­
tion Dige s t ,  35 1 31 ,  April , 1970 .  
44Jean.e tte c .  Swe e t ,  Teaching Selec ted Clo thing Concepts Through 
Independent S tudy in Beginn ing Clothing Construc tion . Unpublish e d  Master ' s 
The s is ,  Brookings , Sou th Dako ta s Sou th Dakota S tate Univers ity , 1970 , 
pp . 2, 31 ,  35 .  
45Ibid . 
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importance of pupil-pupil and pupil-teacher interaction was emphasized. 
46 A study conducted by Murphy of the relationship between independ-
ent study achievement and the use of time and facilities for such study 
revealed that students , especially those in low ability groups, need 
help in p�anning their study time and in developing better study habits. 
Students felt their assignments were more in depth and of better quality. 
· Alexander et a1.
47 reported research in which pupil expectations and 
attitudes toward independent study were measured. Pupils in grades 7-11 
had higher expectations than pupils in the twelfth grade of how independent 
study could. .. increase their interest in school and learning and improve 
their creative thi�king ability. Expectations of students were also high-
er in nonacademic subject areas than in academic areas using independent 
study, The longer a student used independent study , the greater his ex-
pectations were. Most students wished to continue independent study after 
initial experience with . it. 
Student respons�bility for learning was researched in relationship 
to independent study. In a Stanford University study of ninth grade stu­
dents, McLeod attempted to find some predictors of success in independent 
study. Answering questions regarding the measurability of student respon-
sibility , its relationship to measured general ability , and its use as a 
46Gerand Murphy, "A Study of the Relationship Between Achievement 
and the Use of Time and Facilities by S tudents in High Schools Using Staff 
Utilization and Independent Study Techniques , "  Dissertation Abstracts. Ann 
Arbor , Michigan : University Microfilms, January-March ,  1968 , p. 3566-A. 
47Alexander and Others, op. cit. , · pp. 1 0.5- 6 , 109 , · 1 1 7. 
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predictor of quality performance � the results48 were summari zed as 
follows a 
'!he low correlation between general ability and the criterion 
tasks may sugges t  that some present practices of assigning students 
to independent s tudy on the basis of general ability are not defens­
ible. However, student responsibility, particularly as represented 
by tea�her rating, appears to contribute to an understanding of cri­
terion performance in independent study. 
Reported Re sults 
Although few schools utilizing independent study can substantiate 
their practices with experimental research statistics, observations · have 
yielded valuable insights. 
Keiner observed that unle ss students were required to complete 
quest activities, there was an absence of the element " •  • • doing49 for 
the fun of learning . "  Cheating was reported by the pupils. Alexander et 
al. further detail a negative aspect by affirming, "An indifferent50 s tu-
dent, to whom the novelty or the opportunity in independent s tudy is un-
appealing, is a problem student in any kind of independent study plan as · 
\ 
in education in general. " 
Advantage s reported by Short et al. 51 from using inde pendent study in-
elude allowance · for individual difference in ability, experience, and rate 
of learning ; availability of materials for review ;  and increase� pupil 
48 Jack Donald McLeod, "Prediction of Independen t Study Performance 
in Secondary Schools, " Dissertation Abstracts . Ann Arbor, Michigan : 
Uniyersity Microfilms, January-March, 1969, p. 3044-A. 
49Keiner, op . cit., p. 45. 
50 . 60 Alexander and Others, op. cit. , p . • 
51Sarah H. Short and Others, "Development and Utili zation of a Self­
Instruction Lab, " Journal of Home Economics, 61 .a 40, January, 1 969. 
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attention and enjoyment. According to Unruh, 52 teachers reported work- . 
ing harder but receiving increased satisfaction as instruction was in-
dividualized. 
Implications for Teacher Education 
Independent study and individualized instruction have greatly in-
fluenced the roles of teachers . Their role is varied and demanding as 
illu�trated by �olfe and Smith53 in the following description a 
The teacher is still a planner of learning activities • • • but 
also becomes a resource person and counselor to individual students , 
a specialist in skilled group dynamics ,  and an administrator of the 
learning - environment . 
Groeschell acknowledges individualization as " •  
teaching job there is . "  
• • the most54 difficult 
What professional skills are necessary to fulfill the innovative 
teacher • s  role? Torrance55 lists the following skills a 
1. Recognize and acknowledge potentialities . 
2 .  Respect students questions and ideas . 
3 . Ask provocaiive guestions . 4. Recognize and value originality . 
5 . Develop the ability to elaborate . 6. Do not evaluate practice and exuerimentation .  
? .  Develop creative readers . 
8 .  Predic t behavior accurately. 
9 .  Employ planned, guided experiences . 
10 .  Develop concepts and skills of research . 
1 1 .  Develop skills of creative problem-solving. 
52Gleny� G. Unruh , "Can I Be Replaced by a Package?" Educational 
· Leadership, 27 1 765 , May , 1970 .  
53Arthur B .  Wolfe and James E .  Smith , "At Nova, Education Comes in 
Small Packages , " Nation ' s  Schools , 81 &49 , June , 1968 . 
54Groeschell , op. cit . , p. 418 . 
55Torrance ,  op. cit . ,  pp. 28-9 . 
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Four prerequisite s  e s te emed e ssential by Burton56 if a te acher is 
to guide learning ac tivities include s 
Firs t ,  a teacher must have ke en , reasonably accurate insigh t in to 
what is taking place wi thin the learner . Second , a teacher mus t have 
equa�ly ke en insight in to the part played by the objec tive world of . 
th ings and persons in bringing abou t  these re sults with in the learner 
and in to the effe c t  the learner has upon the environmen t .  'Ihird, 
• • • a balanced , in tegrating personality can achieve sati sfac tions 
in many ways withou t re sorting to dominance over o thers . The . fourth 
necessity is a s incere be lief in democracy • • •  the teacher wi ll 
ac cept the un iqueness of each individual and aid each to deve lo p  his 
capac ities : • • according to socially de sirable ends and value s .  
Torrance believe s that " • • • successful)? use of independent s tudy 
• • • require s profession al skills pre sen tly beyond the scope of mos t  
teachers an d  rarely taugh t i n  teacher education programs . "  In- service 
training capi tali zing on shared experiences , trained profe ssionals , and 
skilled innovators pan ass i s t  teachers to assess the direc tion and value 
of inde penden t s tudy prac tic e s  and to implemen t desired innovation s . 
W orkshops provide ano ther o pportunity to gain necessary skills . Jone s58 
proposes that a two-week worksho p  is minimal to develop an initial pro-
gram of learning package s and that the basic skills can be learned in a 
two-day workshop if experienced package wri ters are presen t .  
Conclusion 
'Ihe cri tic al task of individualizing ins truc tion through independen t 
56William H .  Burton , The Guidance of Learning Activi t i e s ,  Second 
Edition . New York s Apple ton-Century-Crofts , Inc . , 1952 , pp . 306-7 . 
57Torrance , loc . c i t .  
58Richard v .  Jone s ,  "Ge tting S tarted In to a Package Program , " 
Journal of Secondary Education , lt6 a 224, May , 1971 .  
26 
study has begun . The te chnique � are as numerous as the re sults ; both 
demand con tinued re search in order to de termine if inde penden t s tudy is 
a significan tly be tter me thod of instruction . As Horn state s , there is 
" • • •  no59 single teach ing s trategy Lwhich/ will produce self-dire c te d,· 
se lf-reali zing , crea tive individual s " - - the prime goal of e ducation . 
59F�rn M .  Horn , "Using Independen t Study in Home E�onomics , '' 
Illinois Teacher for Con temporary Role s ,  12 1 295 , Spring , 1968-9 . 
' CHAPTER III 
TEACHER SURVEY 
The purpose of Chapter III was to review data colle c ted in a survey 
designed to de termine the exten t to which home economics teachers in 
South Dakota were using learning packages during the 1970- 71 school year 
and the ir reac tion .to them . 
Research De sign 
The cover letter and questionnaire
1 
for this portion of the s tudy 
were mailed to all home economics teachers , grades seven through twelve , 
in Sou th Dako ta including those in federally-funded vocational depart-
men ts and those in nonvocational and private school departmen ts . Two 
hundred and twen ty-nine teachers representing 187 schools were included . 
Cover le tters2 explaining the project had previously been mailed to su-
perintenden ts and principals involved.  
Teacher cooperation was most encouraging to this researcher . Two 
hundred or 87 . 3  percent of the teacher questionnaires were re turned, 
represen ting 160 schools for an 85 . 6  percen t  re turn by schools . Of the 
200 teachers responding , 72 or 36 percen t indicated they had used learn� 
· ing packages during the 1970- 71 school year . The remaining 128 teachers 
or 64 percent had not used learning packages ,  
1 . Refer to Appendix ,  pp . 15J-8 ,  
2 Refer to Appendix , p. 159 . 
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Analyzation of Data 
General information , The first portion of the teacher ques tionnaire 
was designed to obtain general information which . could then be applied 
to the ques tion· of use of learning packages ,  
The 160 junior or senior high schools included in this analysis were 
broken down into size categorie s in Table I .  
TABLE I 
SCHOOL SIZE 
Enrollmen t categorie s  
No t given 
Under 100 pupils 
101 to 200 pupils 
201 to 300 pupils 
30 1 to 500 pupils 
Over .500 'pupils 
Number of schools 
39 
30 
33 
20 
14 
24 
It  was impossible to plot school size against whe ther or not teachers 
used learning packages because multiple- teacher departments were not 
unanimous in their use of packages ,  However, use of packages according 
to school size for only those teachers who indicated they had used pack-
ages is illus trated in Table II on page 29 , Number of teachers in Table 
It should not be compared with number of schools in Table I because of 
mul tiple- teacher de partmen ts . 
TABLE II 
DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS USING PACKAGES 
ACCORDING 'IO SCHOOL SIZE 
Enrollmen t  categorie s  
No t given 
Under 1 00 pupils 
101  to 200 pupils 
201 to 300 pupils 
301 to 500 pupils 
Over 500 pupils 
Number of teachers 
22 
8 
10 
7 
8 
17 
To tal 72 
The larges t  n umber of teachers using package s who responded to the 
ques tion of school size were teaching in schools wi th enrollmen t  over 
500 pupils , All other enrollment categories received a fairly equal 
distribution of teachers who had used packages .  
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Teachers responding were classified according to years of teach ing 
experience in Table I II on page 30 to de termine if teaching experienc e  
was a significan t fac tor i n  whe ther o r  not they used learning packages .  
Years of 
TABLE III 
DISTRIBU TION OF TEACHERS ACCORDING 'IO YEARS 
OF EXPERIENCE AND PACKAGE USE 
Number of Used Did not use 
experience teachers packages packages 
0 20 2 1 8  
1 25 10 15 
2 20 7 1 3 
3 18 5 1 3 
4 12 7 5 
5 1 0  5 5 
6 17 3 14 
7 1 1  6 5 
8 3 3 
9 7 4 3 
10 2 2 
1 1  5 5 
12 10  5 5 
1 3 4 1 3 
14 3 2 1 
15 3 2 1 
1 6  5 3 2 
17 2 2 
18 3 3 
19 1 1 
20 3 1 2 
2 1  5 3 2 
22 2 2 
2 3 1 1 
24 1 1 
25 4 2 2 
26 1 1 
29 1 1 
36 1 1 
Totals 200 72 128 
30 
Chi-square was used to test . the null hypothesis that there was no 
significant difference among teachers with varying years of teaching 
31 
experience as to whether or not they used learning packages . Chi-square 
analysis was used applying the following f ormula 1 
X 2 = � (o - e)2 
e 
o = observed frequencies 
e = expected frequencies 
With 28 degrees of freedom , the chi-square value of 39 , 67 was not signif-
icant, the�efore , there was no basis for rejecting the null hypothesis . 
Since writing and revising , record keeping and individualized in-
struction are apt to consume more of a teacher ' s  time , teacher aids 
may be a necessary asset to packa,ge teaching . Information regarding the 
number of teacher aids utilized by home economics teachers in South 
Dakota according to package use was provided in Table IV . 
Number of 
0 
1 
2 
3 
TABLE IV 
FREQUENCY OF UTILIZATION OF TEACHER AIDS 
IN RELATION TO PACKAGE USE 
Number of teachers 
aids Used packages Did not use 
49 _1 1 6  
19 8 
3 3 
1 1 
Total 72 Total 128 . 
packages 
. . 
Information recorded in Table IV on page 31 showed that approximately 
one-third or 31 . 9  percent of the teachers ueing packages were assisted by 
teachers aids as compared to only 9 .4  percent of those teachers not 
using packages ,  
Analyzation of subject area scope for all teachers responding was 
limited, Subject area scope3 as used in this study was adapted from the 
South Dakota Home Economics Curriculum Guide , Omissions were tabulated 
only when a subject area was not taught by a teacher or teachers in a 
school at any grade level,  Teachers from 21 schools omitted this entire 
portion of .. the questionnaire , therefore , information in Table V on page 
33 represented omissions of subject areas for the remaining 139 schools , 
Table V did not indicate the degree to which a subject area was pursued 
but only whether or not it was completely omitted in a school .  
Occupational education was omitted by home economics teachers in 
84 schools or by 60 , 4  percent of the 139 schools tabulated, All other 
subject areas were omit�ed by teachers in less than one-third of the 1 39 
schools . Approximately one-fourth of the schools omitted trends and in­
fluences and dining out, Home economics teachers in about 1 3  to 20 per-
cent of the schools represented in Table V did not teach related art , 
self-expression and interaction , resources and decision making , teen-
ager • s world , careers , hospitality , and clothing the family during the 
1970-71 school year ,  Approximately 10 percent of the schools did not 
include health , safety , babysitting , marriage , and child development and 
3south Dakota Home Economics Curriculum Guide . Pierre , South 
Dakota s  Home Economics Education Service , State Division of Vocational-
Technical Education , 1968 , pp . xiv and xvi . 
TABLE V 
FREQUENCY OF OMISSIONS OF SUBJECT AREAS 
BY SCHOOLS [Grade Levels 7-1'[/ 
Subjec t areas 
Related art 
Self- expression and interac tion 
Consumer education 
Resources·  and dec ision making 
Health 
Safety 
Trends and influences 
. Occupational education 
Babysitting 
Teenager ' s  world 
Marriage 
Family living 
Child development and behavior 
Careers 
Nutrition 
Kitchen efficiency 
Basic skills 
Meal planning and preparation 
. H_ospitality 
· 
. Dining out 
Personal appearance 
Psychological effect of clothing 
Clothing the family 
Textiles 
Clothing care and equipment 
Clothing construc tion 
Number of schools 
Ollli tting 
29 
24 
.5 
19 
14 
14 
38 
84 
13  
2.5 
14 
.5 
14 
20 
3 
5 
8 
3 
20 
32 
3 
8 
2) 
8 
1 
0 
Percentage 
omitting 
20 . 9  
17 . 3  
3 . 6  
13 . 7  
10 . 1  
10 . 1  
27 . 3 
60 . 4  
9 . 4  
1a . o  
10 . 1  
3 . 6  
10 . 1  
14. 4  
2 . 2  
3 . 6  
.5 . 8  
2 . 2 
14. 4 
23 . 0 
2 . 2 
5 . 8  
16 . 5 
5 . 8  
0 . 7 
o . o  
behavior in their home economics curriculum. All other subject a:reas 
were omitted in less than 6 percent of the schools. Clothing construc­
tion was the only subject area · taught in all of the 139 schools respond­
ing to this particular question. 
Further analyzation of subject area scope was impossible due to 
limitations in construction of the questionnaire for the following 
reasons 1 First, a teacher using packages may have indicated that she 
taught a subject area even though only one pupil actually studied in that 
area, whereas a traditional classroom teacher would not have marked an 
area unless an entire class studied that particular area . This reason 
should be taken into consideration when evaluating Table V also. Second, 
subject area scope according to individual grade level was impossible to . 
determine because failure to respond may have indicated either that the 
subject area was not taught at a particular grade level or that home 
economics was not offered at that grade level in a particular school . 
The questionnaire failed , to determine the latter aspect. 
Use of packages .  The remainder of the teacher questionnaire con­
cerned only those 72 teachers who indicated they had used packages � 
Twenty-one teachers reported that their department was the only depart­
ment in their school using learning packages , while 46 teachers reported 
that other departments at the junior and/or senior high school level 
were also using packages. Five teachers failed to respond on this matter . 
Since success of innovations often depends upon existing practices , 
teachers were requested to evaluate their school • s  schedule. Information 
given by 57 teachers who responded was presented in Table VI on page 35 . 
TABLE VI 
FREQUENCIES OF TEACHERS USING PACKAGES WITH SCHEOOLING 
TECHNIQUES FOUND IN SCHOOLS 
Scheduling techniques 
Small group ins truc tion 
Large group ins truc ti on 
Independent s tudy 
Varying times for the above 
technique s 
Number of teachers 
42 
39 
57 
31 
Varying time s was checked the least frequently indicating that about 
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half of the schools were on lock- s tep scheduling rather than flexible 
scheduling , Large group instru c tion would be more difficult to arrange 
in an inflexible schedule . Small group instruc tion and independen t s tu dy 
can be accommodated wi thin a regularly scheduled class period or with 
flexible scheduling, 
The portion of the teacher que s tionnaire designed to evaluate the 
extent to which home econom i c s  teachers in South Dako ta were u sing pack-
ages during the 1970-71 s chool year was analyzed in thre e parts . Since 
ten teachers who were u s ing pac kages omi tted this par t of the que s tion­
naire ,  analysi s  is bas ed on the respon ses of 62 teachers . However , some 
of these 62 teachers did not respond to every i tem listed , The first 
Part concerned subjec t area sco pe in relation to teaching me thods as 
shown in Table VII on page 36 ,  
TABLE VII 
DISTR IBUTION OF TEACHERS ACCORDIN G TO TEACHING 
ME'IliODS BY SUBJECT AREA 
Not taught 
Subj e c t  area thi s  year 
Related art 10 
Self - expre ssi on and interac tion 13  
Consumer education 2 
Re source s  and dec ision making 6 
Health 7 
Safe ty 5 
Trends and influences 7 
Occupational e ducation 31 
Babysi tting 8 
Teenager ' s  world 10 
Marriage 14 
Family living 5 
Child deve lopment and behavior 4 
Careers 14 
Nutrition 3 
Kitchen eff i c iency 5 
Basic skills 2 
Meal planning and pre paration 2 
Hospitality 6 
Dining out 12 
· Personal appearance 1 
Psycho logic al eff e c t  of clothing 5 
C lo thing the family 9 
Textiles 4 
Clothing care and e quipmen t 3 
Cloth ing c ons tru c ti on 4 
Taught by 
me thods o ther 
than package s 
19 
17 
18 
20 
22 
23  
21  
11  
18 
19 
23  
25 
26 
15 
18 
20 
15 
16 
22 
20 
24 
20 
19 
20 
12 
15 
36 
Taught 
by 
package s 
28 
29 
37 
31 
28 
27 
27 
15 
32 
26 
22 
28 
29 
29 
39 
34 
43 
43 
29 
2.5 
35 
33 
31-
34 
43 
40 
It should be no ted that the number of packages used in e ac h  subj e c t area 
was omi tted and that any re,sponse in the las t column indicated only that 
packages were used for tha t  subjec t  area .  
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According to data recorded 'in Table VII on page 36,  occupational 
education was omitted most frequently by package teachers . Marriage , 
careers , self-expression and interac tion and dining out were omitted by 
approximately 25 percent of those teachers who were using learning pack­
ages . Cl.othing the family , teenager ' s  world, .babysitting , trends and 
influences , related art and health were omi tted by 1 1  to 1 6  percent of 
these teachers . Abou t ten percent did not teach resources and decision 
making or hospitali ty during the 1970- 71 school year .  All other subject 
areas were omi tted by less than 10 percent of those teachers using pack-
ages , 
Omissions reported by the 62 teachers using packages were c ompared 
in Figure 1 on page 38 with omissions reported by all 139 teachers re­
sponding , which included those who used packages as well as those who 
did not use packages .  /jefer to Table V ,  page 33;/ Noticeably higher 
percentages of omissions were noted by package teachers for marriage , 
careers ,  self-expression 'and interaction , and babysitting , Obviously 
higher percentages of omissions by all teachers combined were seen for 
occupationa� education , trends and influences , related art , safety , 
child development and behavior , and hospitality . Percentages of omissions 
for all other subject areas diagrammed in Figure 1 were similar for both 
groups .  
Marriage was the only subject area taught by other me thods by a 
la.;-ger number of teachers than who taught it using packages , Basic 
skills , meal planning and preparation , clothing care and e quipment , 
clothing construc tion , nutrition , and consumer education were taught by 
P&ckages by at least . twice as many teachers as taught these ' areas by other 
0.ccupational education 
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C lo thing the family 
Teenager • s  world 
Babysitting 
Trends a.�d influences 
Related art 
Resources and decision 
making 
9( 
Hospitality 
Health 
Safety 
Child development 
and behavior 
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methods . Other subject areas were fairly evenly divided between taught 
by package$ and taught by methods other thaL packages .  
Souree of packages or type used was obtained in the second part of 
the question which evaluated extent of package use , Data as summarized 
in Table VI°II on page 40 were based on the responses of those teachers 
who had used learning packages to teach a subject area ,  CAPSULES were 
the major source or type of learning package used in all subject areas 
by South Dakota home economics teachers during the 1970-71 school year. 
HELPs were used in four subject areas by only one teacher in each case . 
CONTRACTS were used by one or two teachers in several areas , From one 
to four teachers used UNIPACs for various areas . Self-constructed 
packages were used by at least one teacher in all areas except dining 
out, 
Application of purchased packages to one ' s  own situation may be 
n�cessary . Thirty-five teachers indicated that they had modified some 
of the purchased packages ,  while 1 3 said they had not modified any of 
the purchased packages ,  The 24  teachers who did not respond to this 
question included those who used self-constructed packages in addition 
to those who omitted this question . 
TABLE VIII 
DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS ACCORDING 'IO SOURCE OF 
PACKAGES BY SUBJECT AREAS 
Self-
Subject areas constructed UNIPAC CONTRACT CAPSULE 
Related art 6 2 2 3  
Self-expression and 
interaction 1 1 1 27  
Consumer education 8 2 2 25 
Resources· and decision 
making 4 1 1 26 
Health 1 2 1 2 3  
Safe ty 
J 2 1 1 23  
Trends and influence s  4 2 2 3  
Occupati.onal education 1 1 15 
Babysitting 4 2 2 26  
Teenager ' s world 1 1 1 24 
Marriage 3 20 
Family living 2 26 
Child development 3 1 1 22 
Careers 4 1 25 
Nutrition ' 7 3 1 28 
Kitchen efficiency 4 2 1 26 
Basic skills 9 4 30 
�eal planning and 30 
. preparation 9 3 
Hospitality 2 1 2.5 
Dining out 1 24 
Personal appearance 3 1 1 30 
Psychological effect 1 29 of clothing 3 
Clothing the family 1 1 29 
Textiles 6 1 1 27 
Clothing care and 31 
equipment 10 1 1 
Clothing construc tion 7 3 1 
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- -
I 
HELP 
1 
1 
1 
1 
Actual degree of usage was · the third phase evaluated by the question 
on extent of package usage in each subject area. The responses · of the 
62 teachers who answered this question and who taught the subject areas 
listed were represented in Table IX on page 42 . In all but ten of the 
subject areas , the largest number of teachers combined learn�ng packages 
with other methods for an entire unit. In three subject areas , resources 
and decision making , safety , and teenager' s  world , as many teachers com­
bined packages with other methods as those who used packages alone for 
an entire unit. A larger number of teachers used packages alone for the 
entire unit to teach trends and influences , family living , child develop­
ment and behavio�, hospitality , dining out, psychological effect of 
clothing, and clothing the family .  Packages were used either with other 
methods or alone for just part of a unit by relatively few teachers . 
In the review of literature emphasis was placed on the importance 
or a variety of learning experiences as a means of individualizing in­
dependent study , Variety in learning experiences can be equated with 
variety of teaching methods which were summarized in Table X on page 43 
according to extent of utilization . Data recorded represent the responses 
of 66 teachers who answered this question .  
. TABLE IX 
DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS ACCORDING TO EXTENT OF 
PACKAGE USE BY SUBJECT AREAS 
Packages used 
42 
For entire unit  For part of  unit  
Subject area$ 
Related a:tt 
Self-expression and interac tion 
Consumer education 
Resources and decision making 
Health 
Safety 
Trends and influences 
Occupational education 
Babysitting 
Teenager • s  world 
Marriage 
Family living . 
Child development and behavior 
Careers 
Nutrition 
K.itchen efficiency 
Basic skills 
Meal planning and preparation 
Hospitality 
Dining out 
Personal appearance 
Psychological effect of clothing 
Clothing the family 
Textiles 
Clothing care and equipment 
Clothing construction 
With 
other 
methods 
14 
12 
16 
10 
1 1  
11  
8 
6 
1 3  
9 
9 
8 
6 
10 
16 
1 3  
18 
18 
10 
8 
15 
12 
12 
15 
17 
16 
Alone 
9 
9 
10 
10 
10 
11 
14 
4 
1 1  
9 
8 
10 
12 
9 
1 1  
12 
10  
12 
12 
10 
10 
1 3  
1 3  
1 1  
9 
8 
With 
other 
methods 
1 
3 
7 
7 
2 
4 
2 
2 
4 
3 
3 
5 
4 
3 
5 
2 
1 0 
6 
3 
2 
5 
3 
2 
5 
6 
8 
Alone 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 
1 
2 
2 
2 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 
1 
2 
1 
7 
2 
TABLE X 
DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS ACCORDING TO EXTENT OF USAGE 
- OF TEACHING ME'IHODS COMBINED WITH PACKAGES 
Extent of use 
Teaching me thod Frequently Seldom 
Problem-solving experiences 41 15 
Lectures 25 32 
Laboratory experie�ces 62 4 
Teacher demonstrations 36 24 
Pupil demonstrations 26 36 
Field trips 12 38 
Brain- storming 16 36 
Panel discussion 10 33 
Role-playing 9 38 
Home experiences 40 1 7  
Small group instruction 48 14 
Large group instruction 26 24 
43 
Never 
1 
8 
5 
3 
1 3 
10 
20 
1 3 
7 
1 
7 
Chi-square analysis was used to tes t  the rtull hypothesis that there 
was no significant difference in the extent to which the . various teach­
ing me thods were used in combination with learning packages . The chi-
square value of 207 . 14 was significant beyond the . 01 level , and the 
null - hypothesis was re jected. Almost all of the teachers combined 
laboratory experiences with learning packages frequently , whereas more 
than half of the teachers seldom combined the following me thods wi th 
J>ackages 1 lectures ,  pupil demonstrations ,  field trips , brain-storming , 
Panel discussions and role-playing . Problem-solving experiences , te acher 
de�onstrations , home experiences , and small group instructio� were u sed 
frequently by a majority of the te achers responding .  
Evaluation prac tic e s  of teachers using packages . Literature re-
viewed by thi s  writer impli e d  that varied learning experienc es  mus t  be 
accompanied by diversified evaluation techniques , The extent to which 
home economics te achers in South Dakota used various evaluation te chniques 
with learning packages was reviewed in Table XI . Data are based on the 
re sponse s of the 66 teachers who comple ted this portion of the question-
naire . 
TABLE XI 
DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS ACCORDING TO EXTENT OF USAGE OF 
VARIOUS EVALUATION DEVICES EMPLOYED WITH PACKAGES 
Exten t of use 
Evaluation device Always Sometimes Se ldom Never 
Home.work 1 7 26 12 6 
Worksheets 27 27 5 .5 
Rec itation 1 5  32 1 1  .5 
Anecdotal record 2 19 17 20 
Notebooks 1 0  JO 9 14 
Behavioral logs 2 1 6 11  26 
Themes 2 12 19 2 6  
Rating scales 9 31 12 10 
Check lists 1 0  35 1 1  .5 
Pretest 23  J8 4 
Post test 40 24 1 
Essay . test 3 28 14 14 
Problem- situation tes t 5 47 8 J 
Objec tive test 1 5  29 1 1  7 
Pupil self- evaluation JJ 25 6 
-
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Chi-square was used to test the null hypothesis that there was no 
. signif.icant difference in the extent to which teachers used the various 
evaluation devices with packages .  A significant difference was found 
beyond the . 01 level with a chi-square value of 326 , 52 ,  Therefore , the 
null hypothesis was rejected, 
Pretest,  posttest,  and pupil self-evaluation were used by all the 
teachers answering, A majority of teachers always used posttest and pupil 
self-evaluation with packages . Worksheets were used equally by 27 teachers 
always and sometimes .  A larger number of teachers sometimes used home­
work , recitation ,  notebooks , rating scales ,  check lists , pretests , essay 
tests,  problem- situation tests , and objective tests with learning packages 
than those who used them often or never. Anecdotal records , behavioral 
.logs and themes were never used by a larger number of teachers than used 
them to any other extent.  
Teacher satis�action , Several factors were ��alyzed in attempting 
to de termine teacher satisfaction with learning packages including ad­
vantages and disadvantages , comparisons with traditional classroom 
teaching , and future plans for using package s .  
Advantages found in using packages as listed by the 65 teachers 
responding to this open-end question were summarized in Table X I I  on 
Page 46 ,  
TABLE XII 
ADVAN TAGES LISTED BY TEACHERS US ING PACKAGES 
Advantage 
Personal advantages for pup ils a 
Le arn at own rate 
Learn what inter e sts self 
Study in depth 
Learn according to own ability 
Me et indiv idual needs 
Study independently 
Increased student responsibility 
Package characteristics a 
Adaptable to situation 
Convey information without using 
class time 
Interest ing 
Teach specifics 
Cl ear directions 
Develop decision-making skills 
Classroom management s 
More effici ent use of resources 
Easier to handle abs ente es 
Eas ier to handle large classes 
More home pro j ect learnings 
Improved evaluation 
Less discipline problems · 
Re sults o� use for pupils a 
Increased creativ ity 
Increased motivation 
Retain information better 
Greater group interaction 
Advantages for teacher s 
More time to help individual pupil 
Closer pup il-teacher relationships 
Use summers for preparation 
Improved teaching skills 
Time to pr epare other materials 
Gr eater satisfaction 
Less pre-planning 
Total re spon$eS 
Number of 
teacher s  
27 
1 1 
1.5 
2 3  
9 
2 
22 
1 
2 
6 
1 
1 
2 
12 
.5 
.5 
2 
7 
1 
4 
.5 
2 
2 
1 1  
4 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1B9 
Sixty•five teachers con tributed the 189 responses 
to this open-end question. 
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The rank order and percentages for the ten mos t  frequen tly listed 
advantages were given in Table XIII . Learning at one • s · own rate was the 
advantage lis ted most frequently by teachers , J..,earning according to one ' s  
own ability level was second , followed closely by the advantage of in-
creased student responsibility .  All o ther ranked advantages rec eived 
less than ten percent of the total number of responses , 
TABLE XIII 
RANK ORDER OF TEN MOST FREQUEN TLY LISTED ADVANTAGES 
Advantage 
Pupil learns at own rate 
Pupil learns according to 
own a bill ty . . 
Increased s tudent responsi­
bility 
Pupils study in dep th 
More efficient use of 
· resources 
Pupil learns what intere sts 
self 
More time to help indi-
vidual pupil 
Meet individual needs 
Improved evaluation 
Intere sting 
Number of teachers 
listing 
27 
2 3 
22 
1.5 . 
12 
1 1  
11  
9 
7 
6 
Percent of total 
responses 
14. 3 
12 . 2  
1 1 . 6  
7 , 9 
6 , 3  
.5 .  8 
.5 . 8 
4. 8 
3 , 7 
3 . 1  
Total percentage for ranked advantages 
Total percen tage for all other advantages 
75 , 5 
. 24 • .5 
Total 100 . 0  
Percent of total · simply represents the percent of total response� fi89..J 
to the open -end ques tion of advantages no ted by teachers from · using p
ack­
age·s , It does no t  reflect uercentage of teachers listing the particular ad.van+.,. .... ... �e . 
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Disadvantages found in package teaching as 11.sted by the 65 teachers 
responding to this open-end que stion were recorded in Table XIV beginning 
on this page and continued on page 49 , Rank order and percentages of the 
ten mos t  frequently mentioned disadvantages listed by teachers were given 
in Table XV on page 50 . 
TABLE XIV 
DISADVANTAGES LISTED. BY TEACHERS USING PACKAGES 
Disadvantages 
Personal disadvantages for pupils a 
Some unable to work independently 
Harder for slow learners 
Fast pupil waits for slow to catch up 
Package charac teristics a  
Disliked by pupils 
Not always applicable to si tuation 
Too much writing 
Boring 
Harder to evaluate 
Less class -discussion 
Classroom management s 
Lack of resources 
Require more money 
More supplies needed 
More teaching aids needed 
Requires much organization 
Difficult to keep track of pupil ' s 
progress 
Hard to schedule field trips 
Number of 
teachers 
5 
8 
2 
4 
6 
1 
4 
J 
1 
5 
2 
2 
1 
2 
2 
1 
TABLE XIV ( con tinued) 
Disadvantages 
Results of use for pupils a 
Pupils choose easy packages 
Pupils miss basic po'ints 
Copying 
Pupil less motivated 
Pupils ge t behind 
Quality of work poor 
Some afraid to seek help 
Disadvantages for teacher s 
Increased preparation 
·Much record keeping involved 
Increased time correcting papers 
Less pupil-teacher relations 
Difficult to keep abreas t of all 
leve ls at once 
More energy required 
Increased time ne eded for revision 
Difficult to arrange conferences 
Teacher aid needed 
Lack of packages available 
More supervision required 
Total re sponses 
Number of 
teachers 
1 
7 
3 
14 
1 
5 
J 
17 
7 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
1 
2 
142 
Sixty-five teachers contributed the 142 re sponses 
to this open-end question . 
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TABLE XV 
RANK PRDER OF TEN MOST FREQUENTLY LISTED DISADVANTAGES 
Disadvantages N umber o f  teachers 
l i s ting 
Increased preparation time 17  
Pupil le ss mo tivated 14 
Harder for slow learners 8 
Pupils miss bas ic _points 7 
Much re cord keeping 
involved 7 
Not always applicable to 
situation 6 
Some unable to work 
independen tly 5 
Lack of resource s  5 
Quali ty of work poor 5 
. Increase d time c orre c ting 
papers 5 
Less pupil- teacher relations 5 
. More energy required 5 
Difficult to arrange 
conferenc e s  5 
Total percentage for ranked disadvantage s 
Total percen tag� for all other disadvantages 
Total 
Percent of to tal 
re spon s e s  
12 . 0 
9 .9 
5 . 6  
4.9 
4 .9 
4 .2  
3 . 5  
3 . 5 
3 . 5  
3 . 5 
3 . 5 
3 . 5  
3 . 5  
66 . o  
34. 0 
100 . 0  
Percen t  of total simply repre sen ts the percent of to tal respons e s  /J.4� 
to. the open-end que s tion of disadvantage s no ted by teachers from using 
package s .  It doe s  not re fle c t  perc en tage of teachers listing the par­
ticular disadvantage , 
Only one . di sadvantage , increased time �e eded for preparation of l earning 
package s , rece i ved more than ten percent of the to tal number of re spo
nse s . 
Almost ten percen t  of the total responses was re ceived for the disa
dvant­
ag� that the pupil is less motivated, All other disadvantages received 
a gradually decreasing perc en tage of the to tal number of re spons e s . 
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Percentages of total responses for conflicting advantages and dis-
advantages listed by teachers were compared in Figure 2 on page 52 . , 
Percentages of total advantages listed by teachers for learning at one ' s  
own rate and learning according to one • s own ability were considerably 
higher than the percentages of disadvantages .  Based on this comparison , 
learning at one ' s own rate was the only real , little-challenged advantage . 
Lea;rning according to one ' s  own ability was not quite as strong an ad­
vantage . That packages were not always applicable to one ' s situation 
was the least challenged disadvantage . Percentages of total disadvantages 
for less pupil motivation , ·less pupil-teacher relations , and some pupils 
unable to study independently also exceeded percentages for the ir corre-
sponding advantage s .  
I n  order to compare teacher satisfaction derived from teaching with 
' 
learning packages with traditional classroom teaching , teachers who used 
packages rated a list of factors involved. Results were tabulated in 
Table XVI for the 65 teachers responding .  
FIGURE 2 
COMPARISONS OF PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL RESPONSES FOR CONFLICTING 
ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES LISTED BY TEACHERS 
. Greater group inter­
action--less class 
discussion 
Study independently-­
some unable to 
Interesting--boring 
to pupils 
(1) 
g Closer--less pupil-� teacher relations 
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- - Disadvantage 
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slow learners 
Learn at own rate-­
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for slow 
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TABLE XVI 
FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS WHEN RATING FACTORS COMPARING 
PACKAGE TEACH ING WI'IH TRADITIONAL CLASSROOM TEACHING 
Fac tor 
Amount of te aching materials used 
Cost of materials used 
Time involved in preparing materials 
Time involved in teach ing 
Teacher challenge 
Pupil initiative 
Atten tion to individual ne eds 
Atten tion to individual abilities 
Atten tion to individual interes ts 
Effective evaluation of objec tives 
Time spent in evaluating 
Range of materials covered 
Depth of matericil s  covered 
More 
45 
24 
48 
28 
55 
45 
51 
59 
54 
28 
36 
40 
33 
Same 
1 6  
31 
9 
18  
8 
12 
9 
5 
8 
29 
22 
1 7  
19 
Les s  
1 
8 
6 
16  
· 1 
6 
4 
1 
2 
.5 
6 
7 
9 
. 
All but two of the fac tors l i s ted in Table XVI rec e ived a rating 
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of more for package teaching as c ompared to tradi tional classroom teach­
ing , Effe ctive evaluq.tion of objec tive s  was rated " same " by one more 
teacher than those rating it " more " , Cost of materials used also re­
ceived more ratings of " same " when compared to tradi tional classroom teach­
ing, On the positive side , more teacher 
.
challenge ; pupil initiative ; 
atten tion to individual n eeds , abi l i tie s ,  and intere sts ; and range and 
depth of materials c overed con tribu ted to teacher satisfaction . More 
teaching materials used , more time involved in preparing materials , mor
e 
time involved in teaching , and more time spent in evaluating may be 
factors decreas ing teacher satisfac tion with package teaching depend
ing 
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upon availability of teacher aids , class load , personal stamina, and 
other situational elements . 
The majority of teachers using learning packages during the 1970-71  
school year had used them one to two years . The break-down according to 
number of semesters packages had been used by the 62 teachers responding 
to this question was given in Table XVII . 
TABLE XVII 
DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS ACCORDING TO NUMBER OF 
SEMESTERS OF PACKAGE TEACHING 
Number of semesters Number of teachers 
1 2 
2 26 
3 2 
4 20 
5 
6 10 
7 
8 2 
Home economics teachers in South Dakota reported from one to eight se­
mesters of experience with package teaching . When asked if they would 
continue to use packages the next school year, 64 f§B . 9  percent of those 
who had used package[l indicated they planned to use packages the next 
school Year , while three {ft. 2 percenfl said they did not plan to use · 
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packages ,
· 
and five �. 9 perceni7 did not respond, The 11 , 1  percent who 
did not plan to use packages or who did not respond may have iric luded 
some who did not plan to continue teaching , 
Forty-six teachers [63. 9  percent of those who had used packages 
during the 1970-71 school year.:J indicated they would make improvements 
in the ir package teaching . Their suggestions were categorized in Table 
XVIII , . Some teachexs listed more than one improvement .  Improvements in 
the packages themselves and in accompanying teaching-learning aids were 
suggested most fre quently , 
TABLE XVIII 
DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS ACCORDING TO SUGGESTED 
IMPROVEMENTS FOR PACKAGE TEACHING 
Improvements sugge sted Number of teachers listing 
Improve storage and filing techniques 3 
Imp�ov� resource s  including audio-visuals 10 
Change me thods o f  evaluation 4 
Rewrite , update , add packages 20 
Change program requirements 8 
Increase use of packages 7 
Write own packages 3 
Combine with other teaching me thods 3 
CHAPTER IV 
PUPIL SURVEY 
The purpose of Chapter IV was to review data collected in a survey 
designed to determine pupil reaction to learning packages and the extent 
to which pupils we�e using learning packages in home economics classes 
in South D�ota during the 1970-71 school year. 
Research. Desi@ 
Pupils were selected on the basis of a random sampling of the 72 
teachers using learning packages ,  Because of the diversified backgrounds 
of their students , teachers in state-supported schools were eliminate� 
prior to sampling . The original plan divided the state according to 
the six vocational districts1 wi th three non-vocational or vocational 
home economics teachers to be drawn from each district. Two additional 
teachers were to be drawn from private schools at large for a total of 
20. teachers . This plan resulted in a very uneven distribution of teachers 
due to population concentrations , Therefore , the modified plan for sam­
pling combined Districts V and VI with three teachers drawn from this 
group, Six teachers were drawn from Distric t I to compensate for the 
larger number of package teachers in this area, 'lbree teachers were 
drawn from Districts II , III , and IV plus two at large from private 
1 
of Bureau of Field studies and surveys ,  College of Education , University p . Minnesota, We Can • t  Sa No s A Summar of Education s South Dakota� a!:rre, South Dakota :  Department of Public Instruction , no c ,  giver;/, P•  5 ,  er to Appendix p .  1 68 ,  
schools . No school was chosen twice .  'Ibis gave a random sampling of 
20 teachers using learning packa_.ges all of whose pupils using package s  
were selected t o  complete a pupil questionnaire . 
2 In troduc tory letters were mailed to superintendents of the 20 
57 
schools selected to inform them of the study and to seek their assistance 
in returning questionnaires . At the same time , cover letters3 along 
with. a copy of instruc tions for administering the questionnaire were 
4 sent to the 20 teachers selected.  Questionnaires were mailed to the se 
teachers for the number of pupils using learning packages , as indicated 
by the teacher in the teacher questionnaire . 
Percentage ofj response to the pupil ques tionnaire was given in 
Table XIX on page 58 . A total of 1 , 095 pupil questionnaires were mailed 
with a return of 69 . 5  percent.  About one-fourth of those re turned were 
not included in this analysis because responses were incomplete . There­
fore ,  data reported in this chapter were based on 583 pupil questionnaires 
or 53. 2  percent of the total mailed.  This somewhat limited percentage 
of return should be noted in relation to data presented in this chapter. 
� .  In order to deter�ine that no bias was present due to the pupil 
questionnaires which had no t been re turned,  letters5 were mailed to 15 
teachers who had not re turned 20 percent or more of their questionnaires .  
Follow-up information was reported in Table XX on page 59 . 
2 Refer to Appendix , p .  1 60 ,  
3aefer to Appendix , pp . 161-2 .  
4 Refer to Appendix , pp . 163-6. 
5 Refer to Append1. x ,  p .  1 67 , 
.... � TABLE XIX 
PERCENTAGE OF RESPONSE BY SCHOOL 'ID PUPIL QUESTIONNAIRE 
School District N umber N umber not Percent not Number· Percen t  Number Percent 
code mailed returned returned omi tted omitted coded coded 
7 V & VI 70 2 0  28 . 6  ' 4 .5 . 7  46 65 . 7. 
8 I 48 1 2 . 1  7 14. 6 40 83 . 3  
9 III 1 57 .58 36 . 9 9 5 . 7  90 57 . 3 
1 6  II 1.5 3 20 . 0  3 20 . 0  9 60 . 0  
19 II 31 21 . 67 . 7  5 1 6 . 1 .5 1 6 . 1 , 
2 1  V & V I  25 1 4 . o 9 36 . 0  15 60 . 0  
25 I 70 17  24. 2 12 17 . 1  41 58 . 5  
28 I 29 29 100 . 0  ( Lost in the mail ) 
31 III 60 17  28 . 3  3 5 . 0  40 66 . 7  
32 I 47 17  36 . 2  10 2 1 . 2  2 0  42 . 6  
35 IV 50 2 6  52 . 0  1 1  22 . 0  1 3  2 6 . 0 
38 II 29 14 48 . 3  3 10 . 3 12 41 . 4  
43 IV 101 31 JO . ?  29 28 . 7  41 40 . 6  
44 V & VI 35 2 5 . 7  5 14. 3 28 80 . 0  
46 I 85 18 21 . 2  7 8 . 2  60 70 . 6  
51 I 54 18 33 . 3 15 27 . 8  2 1  38 . 9  
54 IV 80 24 30 . 0  18 22 . 5  38 47 . 5 
55 III 17 4 2 3 . 5 3 17 . 6  10 58 . 8  
57 ·private 30 1 1  36 . 7 17 56 . 7 2 6 . 7 
59 private 62 2 3 . 2  8 12 . 9  .52 83 . 9  
Totals 1095 334 178 .583 
1095 - 334 not re turned = 761 returned or 69 . 5 percent 
Of the 761 re turned, 178 were omitted leaving .583 coded or 76 , 6  percent of those returned, 
109.5 - ( 334 not re turned + 178 omitted ) = 583 or 53. 2 percent coded 
\.!\ CP 
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TABLE XX 
�ASONS FOR NOT RETURNING PUPIL QUESTIONNAIRES 
School code Number not returned Reason by le tter category 
7 20 h 
9 58 c (Boys omitted) 
16 3 h 
19 2 1 d (Home Ee II only )  
25 17  g 
31 1 7  a 
:32 1 7  d (Home Ee II only) 
:35 26 a 
:38 14 b 
4) :31 e ( Junior high omitted) 
46 18 f 
51 18 a 
54 24 b 
55 4 h 
57 1 1  b 
. ' 
Reasons for not return ing pupil questionnaires were categorized as 
follows and reported in Table XX above s 
· a. Absence , and not all of the total number indicated previously 
in the teacher questionnaire had used packages ;  
b .  Not all of the to tal number indicated previously had used 
packages ; 
c . Teacher selected participating pupils , and not all of the 
total number indicated previously had used packages J  
d. Teacher selected participating pupils ;  
e . Absence ,  and teacher selec ted participating pupils ; 
f . · Absence and pupils failed to re turn questionnaires to teacher; 
g . Pupils not available due to class change at semester ; 
h . No response . 
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Four teachers selected c lasses partic ipating , accounting for approxi­
mately 127 of the questionnaire s not returned. However , allowance s  must 
also be made for absences in two of these four schools . Approximately 
one- third of the questionnaires were not re turned because of teacher 
selection of participants . However , this selec tion was done prior to 
ad.ministering the questionnaires and not on the basis · Of pupil responses . 
Therefore , there is no reason to expect bias . 
Analyzation of Data 
The p�rpose of this survey of pupils using learning packages was 
to determine if there were significant differences among pupils in 
various schools and according to class or grade level for the factors 
included in the questionnaire . It was not the intent of this researcher 
to single out one particular grade level or school . Chi-square analysis 
was used extensively . 
' 
Use of learning package s .  The first part of the pupil questionnaire 
was designed to determine the extent to which pupils in the various 
schools were using papkages for the subject areas adapted from the South 
Dakota Home. Economics Curriculum Guide . Only those 1 3  schools which 
utilized free choice of CAPSULES were included in this analyzation . Rea­
sons for this limitation were twofold & First, CAPSULES
6 
were the major 
source or type of learning package used in all subject areas by South 
Dakota home economics teachers ; second , only those programs permitting 
a pupil to select packages [thus CAPSULE§7 in all subject areas could be 
�efer to Table VIII , p .  40 .  
analyzed for scope of pupil seleetions . Mean and standard deviation 
evaluations were done for e ach subje c t  area by schools included. · No 
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chi-square analysis was made of this portion of the questionnaire , The 
following e quation was applied & 
SD :j� x2 
N - 1 
x = deviation of number of packages 
used from over-all mean 
N = number of pupils 
Mean number of packages used by pupils and standard deviations for each 
subject area were �re corded in Table XX! on pages 62 to 71 . 
Subj e c t  areas 
Related art 
. Self-expre ssion 
and interaction 
-
TABLE XXI 
MEAN NUMBER OF PACKAGES USED BY PUPILS 
AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 
School code Number of Mean 
pupils 
7 44 0 . 1 1  
8 40 1 . 27 
9 90 1 . 12 
19 5 o . o  
2 1  15 4. 20 
J1 40 0 . 07 
)5 13  1 . 62 
43 41 1 . 98 
44 28 1 . 93 
51 21 1 . J3 
54 38 2 . 55 
57 2 1 . 50 
59 52 1 . 54 
' 
7 44 0 , 27 
8 40 J, 92 
9 90 o . J3 
19 5 2 . 40 
2 1  15 5 , 33 
31 40 0 . 22 
35 13  9 , 15 
43 41 5 . 7 1 
44 28 2 . 86 
51  21  0 . 90 
54 38 3 , 76 
57 2 0 , 50 
59 52 1 . 83 
62 
S tandard 
deviation 
o . 44  
1 . 57 
2 . 15 
o . o  
J . 71 
0 . 27  
2 . 06 
2 . 38 
J . 77 
1 . 28 
2 . 69 
0 , 71 
2 . 52 
1 . 00 
J. 13 
0 . 62 
1 . 52 
3 . 64 
0 . 70 
5 . 86 
4. 26 
2 . 55 
1 . J? 
2 . 94 
0 . 71  
2 . 61 
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TABLE XXI ( continued) 
Subject areas School code Number of Mean Standard 
pupils deviation 
Consumer 7 44 0 . 05 .0 . 21 
education 8 4-0 0 . 27 0 . 60 
9 90 1 . 71 2 . 60 
19 5 0 . 20 o . 45 
2 1  15 
--
1 . 53 2 . 92 
31 40 0 . 72 1 . 01 
35 13 0 . 77 1 . 69 
43 41 1 . 05 1 . 73 . 
44 28 1 . 00 1 . 05 
51 21 o . 48 0 . 93 
54 38 1 . 45 1 . 80 
57 2 o . o  o . o  
59 52 0 . 75 1 . 30 
Resources and 7 44 0, 36 1 . 22 
decision 8 40 0 . 67 1 . 44  
making 9 90 1 . 31 1 . 46 
19 5 1 . 60 1 . 52 
2 1  15 3 . 40 3 . 20 
31 40 0 . 65 1 . 2 3  
3.5 1 3  4 . 00 3 . 96 
43 41 3 . 27 3 , 01 
44 28 2 . 89 J . 06 
- 51  21 1 . 95 1 .40  
54 38 2 . 57 2 . 40 
57 2 0 . 50 0 . 71 
59 52 1 . 13 1 . 46 
-
Health 7 44 a . so 1 . 09 
8 4-0 o . 47 1 . 09 
9 90 2 . 07 1 . 88 
19 5 1 . 60 1 . 14 
2 1  15 2 . 07 1 . 87 
31  40 o . 45 0 . 96 
35 13  2 . 23 1 . 92 
43 41 J . 41 2 . 76 
44 28 1 .  71 1 . 88 
51 21  0 , 33 0 . 80 
54 38 1 . 66 1 . 49 
57 2 1 . 50 2 . 12 
59 52 1 . 73 1 . 65 
- -
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TABLE XXI ( continued) 
Subject areas School code Number of Mean Standard 
pupils deviation 
Safety 7 44 o . 45 0 . 76 
8 40 0 . 35 ·o . 66 
9 90 0 . 39 0 . 93 
19 5 1 . 20 1 . 30 
2 1  15 .. 1 . 33 1 . 40  
31 40 0 . 75 0 . 90 
35 13  o . 8.5 1 . 46 
43 41 1 • .51 1 . 95 44 28 1 . 61 1 . 10 . 
51  2 1  0 . 52 0 . 60 
.54 38 1 . 34 1 . 62 
57 2 0 . 50 0 . 71 
59 .52 1 . 46 1 . 47 
Trends and 7 44 0 . 1 1  0 . 39 
influences 8 40 0 . 60 1 . 43 
9 90 0 . 11 o . 46 
19  .5 o . o  o . o  
2 1  1.5 0 . 67 1 . 2 3  
31 40 0 . 15 0 . 53 
35 1 3  0 . 38 1 . 39 
4) 41 0 . 24 0 . 58 
44 28 0 � 43 1 . 26 
51 21  o . o  o . o 
54 38 1 . 1 1 1 . 61 
57 2 2 . 00 2 . 83 
59 .52 0 . 56 1 . .58 
Occupational 7 44 o . o o . o  
education 8 40 0 . 08 0 . 27 
9 90 0 . 09 0 . 32 
19 .5 o . o o . o  
2 1  15 o . o  o . o  
31 40 o . 47 0 . 75 
3.5 13  0 . 31 o . 85 
43 41 0 . 12 0 . 51 
44 28 0 . 07 0 . 26 
51 2 1  o . o  o . o  
.54 38 o . o  o . o  
57 2 o . o  . o . o  
· 59 52 o . 35 0 . 97 
-
TABLE XXI ( continued) 
Subject areas School code Num:t>er of Mean S tandard 
pupils deviation 
Babysi tting 7 44 0 , 77 1 . 05 
8 40 0 . 20 · o . 41 
9 90 0 . 20 o . 43 
19 5 1 . 80 1 . 64 
2 1  15 0 .. 33 o . 49 
31 40 0 . 72 1 . 1 3 
35 13  o . o  o .. o 
43 41 0 . 73 0 . 92 
44 28 o . 68 o . 6? ' 
5 1  2 1  0 , 24 o . 44  
54 38 1 . 34 o . 85 
57 2 0 . 50 0 . 7 1 
59 52 0 . 69 1 . 00 
Teenager ' s 7 44 0 . 27 0 , 79 
world 8 40 o . 88 1 . 9 1  I 
9 90 1 . 43 1 . 84 
19 5 1 . 2 0 1 . 79 
2 1  15 o . o o . o  
31 40 0 . 1 7  0 . 50 
�5 13 0 . 62 1 . 19 41 0 . 24 o . 89 
44 28 0 . 32 0 . 67 
5 1  2 1  0 , 24 0 . 54 
54 38 . 1 . 39 2 . 09 
57 2 1 . 00 1 . 41 
59 52 1 . 52 2 . 94 
Marriage 7 44 0 . 09 0 , 36 
8 40 0 . 15 0 , 48  
9 90 0 , 33 o . 83 
19 5 0 . 80 o . 84 
2 1  15 0 . 1 3 0 . 35 
31 40 0 . 05 0 . 32 
35 1 3  o . o  o . o  
43 41 0 . 20 0 . 51 
44 28 0 . 14 o . 45 
51 21  0 . 19 . o . 68 
54 38 0 . 26 o . 69 
57 2 o . o  . o . o  
59 52 0 . 79 
2 . 20 
� 
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TABLE XXI ( continued) 
Subject areas School code Number of Mean S tandard 
pupils deviation 
Family living 7 44 0 . 05 0 . 21 
8 40 0 . 22 0 . 53  
9 90 o . 64 1 . 19 
19 5 1 . 20 1 .• 30 
21  15 o . 40  0 . 74 
31 40 0 . 55 1 . 1 1 
35 13 o . o  o .. o 
43 41 o . 41 1 . 16 
44 28 o . 64 o . 87 
51 21 1 . 38 2 . 11 
54 38 1 . 76 1 . 75 
57 2 1 . 00 1 . 41 
59 52 1 . 12 2 . 25 
Child 7 44 0 . 18 0 . 39 
development 8 40 0 . 70 1 . 32 
9 90 1 . 02 1 . 97 
19 5 1 . 00 1 . 00 
21  15 1 . 07 1 . 33 
31 40 o . 88 1 . 22 
�5 13 0 . 31 o . 63 
43 41 1 . 12 2 . 16 
44 28 1 . 18 3 , 09 
51 21  0 , 52 0 . 98 
54 38 o . 84 1 . 46 
57 2 0 . 50 0 . 71 
59 52 1 . 21 1 . 26  
-
Careers 7 44 o . o  o . o  
8 40 0 . 10 0 . 30 
9 90 0 . 34 2 , 30 
19 5 0 , 80 1 . 79 
2 1  15 0 . 20 0 , 77 
31 40 1 . 10 1 . 01 
35 13 o . o o . o  
43 41 0 , 07 0 . 35 
44 28 0 , 04 o . 19 
51 21  0 . 14 0 , 36 
54 38 0 . 29 1 . 63 
57 2 o . o o . o  
59 .52 0 . 73 1 . 07 
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TABLE XXI ( continued) 
Subje c t  areas School code Number of Mean S tandard 
pupils deviation 
Nutrition 7 44 1 . 39 2 . 01 
8 40 0 . 82 2 . 1 6 
9 90 0 . 67 1 . .50 
19 .5 1 . 20 2 . 68 
2 1  15 1 . 67 2 . 82 
31 40 4. 45 4. 02 
35 1 3  1 . 62 1 . 98 
43 41 1 . 63 J . 08 
44 28 2 . 14 2 . 80 . 
51  21 1 . 48  2 . 87 
54 38 2 . 63 2 . 31 
57 2 2 . 50 2 . 12 
59 52 0 . 96 1 . 30 
Kitchen 7 44 0 . 80 1 . 1 1 
efficiency 8 40 0 . 2 7 0 . 72 I 
9 90 0 . 77 0 . 91 
19 5 1 . 60 J. 0.5 
2 1  15  1 . 67 2 . 87 
31 40 1 . 20 1 . 44 
35 13 2 . 31 3 . 57 
4) 41 0 . 78 1 . 06 
44 28 0 . 75 1 . 04 
51 2 1  o . 48  o . 87 
54 38 o . 84 1 . 10 
57 2 0 • .50 0 . 71 
59 52 1 . 44  1 . 82 
-� 
Basic skills 7 44 3, 39 4. 61 
with food 8 40 o . 85 1 . 94 
9 90 7 . 43 5 . 48 
19 5 o . 40 0 . 89 
2 1  1.5 2 . 60 4. 17 
31 40 5 , 70 4. 35 
3.5 1 3 3 , 77 .5 . 49 
43 41 0. 73 1 . 92 
44 28 1 . 07 1 . 49 
51  21  2 . 14 4. 42 
54 38 1 . 02 1 . 79 
57 2 1 . .50 0 . 71 
59 .52 3 , 40 5 . 27 
--
Subject are as 
Meal planning 
and prepara-
tlon 
Hospitality 
-
Dining out 
--
TABLE XXI ( continued) 
School code Number of 
pupils 
7 44 
8 40 
9 90 
19 5 
2 1  15 
31 40 
35 13 
43 41 
44 28 
51 21  
54 38 
57 2 
.59 52 
7 44 
8 40 
9 90 
19 .5 
21 1.5 
31 40 
35 13 
4) 41 
44 28 
.51 21 
54 38 
57 2 
59 .52 
7 44 
8 40 
9 90 
19 5 
21  15 
31 40 
35 13 
43 41 
44 28 
51 21  
.54 J8 
57 2 
59 .52 
68 
Mean Standard 
deviation 
2 . 16 3 . 26 
0 . 92 1 . 38 
0 . 58 0 . 97 
2 . 89 1 . 92 
1 . 40 2 . 06 
3 , 07 3 . 24 
1 . 15 1 . 07 
0 . 27 0 . 78 
1 . 75 2 . 03 
3 . 57 4 . 2 1  
1 . 53 1 . 56 
4. 00 5 . 66 
1 . 90 3 . 48  
o . o  o . o  
0 . 30 o .  72 
0 . 37 o . 68 
o . o o . o  
o . 47 1 . 30 
0 . 22 o . 48 
0 , 1.5 0 . 38 
0 . 20 0 . 60 
0 , 29 o . 85 
0 . 14 o . 48 
0 , 79 1 . 79 
o . o  o . o  
0 , 33 o . 68 
0 , 07 0 . 25 
0 . 02 0 . 1 6 
0 . 09 0 . 29 
0. 60 o . 89 
0 , 13  0 . 52 
0 . 22 o . 48 
o . o o . o  
0. 02 0 . 16 
0 . 07 0 . 26 
0 . 05 0 . 22 
0 . 26 0 , .50 
0 . 50 0 , 71 
0 . 06 0 , 24 
TABLE XXI ( continued) 
Subject areas School code Number of Mean S tandard 
pupils devi ation 
Personal 7 44 1 . 41 2 . 30 
appearance 8 40 0 . 07 0 . 35 
9 90 0 . 97 1 . 50 
19 5 1 . 80 1 . 30 
2 1  15 1 . 27 1 . 79 
31 40 1 . 97 1 . 94 
35 13  0 . 10 1 . 29 
43 41 1 . 00 1 . 36 
44 28 0 . 82 0 . 98 
51 21 0 . 24 0 . 54 
54 38 2 . 00 1 . 74 
57 2 1 . 00 1 . 41 
59 52 1 . 42 1 . 47 
Psychological 7 44 0 . 05 0 . 2 1  
effect of 8 40 0 . 02 0 . 16  
clothing 9 90 0 . 03 0 . 18 
19 5 0 . 80 o . 84 
2 1  15 0 . 13 0 . 52 
31 40 o . 45 o , 68 
3.$ 1 3 0 , 08 0 . 28 
43 41 0 . 29 0 . 93 
44 28 0 . 18 o . 48  
51 2 1  0 . 05 0 . 22 
54 38 0 . 53 0 , 98 
57 2 1 . 00 1 . 41 
59 52 0 . 21 o . 67 
-
Clothing the 7 44 o . o o . o  
family 8 40 0 . 15 o . 43 
9 90 0 . 07 0 . 39 
19 5 0 , 80 1 . 30 
2 1  15 o . o o . o  
31 40 0 , 77 2 . 27 
35 13 o . o o . o  
43 41 0 . 37 1 . 24 
44 28 0 . 25 o . 89 
51 21 o . o  o . o  
54 38 0 . 37 
0 . 82 
57 2 0 . 50 0 . 71 
59 52 0 . 31 o . 88 
---
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TABLE XXI ( c ontinue d )  
Subject areas School c ode Number of Me an Standard 
pupils deviation 
Textiles 7 44 0 . 09 0 . 29 
8 40 0 , 57 0 , 81 
9 90 o . 44  1 . 14 
19 5 0 . 60 1 . 34 
2 1 1.5 o . 87 1 . 60 
31 40 2 , 30 J . 16 
3.5 13 0 , 08 o . �8 
43 41 o . 34 0 . 76 
44 28 o . 64 1 . 50 
51  21  1 . 67 2 . 13 
54 38 0 . 97 1 . 2 6  
57 2 o . o  o . o  
59 52 0 . 23  0 , 55 
Clothing care 7 41� o . o o . o  
and equipment 8 40 0 . 01 0 . 01 
9 90 o . o  o . o  
19 5 0 . 01 0 . 02 
2 1  15 o . o  o . o  
31 40 o . o o . o  
35 13 0 , 0  o . o  
43 41 o . o  o . o  
44 28 o . o  o . o 
51 2 1  o . o o . o 
54 38 0 , 01 0 . 02 
57 2 0 . 01 o . o  
59 52 o . o  o . o  
Clothing 7 44 1 , 24 2 . 41 
construction 8 40 4, 90 J . 69 
9 90 2 . 71 3 , 70 
19 5 o . so 1 . 79 
2 1  15 1 . 20 2 , 68 
31 40 5 . 47 7 , 41 
3.5 13 2 , 92 3 . 40 
43 41 1 . 02 2 . 33 
44 28 0 . 57 1 . 03 
51 2 1  3, 52 3 , 53 
.54 38 4 • .5.5 3. 1 1  
.57 2 0 , 50 0 . 71 
59 52 2 . 13 3 , 76 
--
71 
TABLE XX.I ( continued) 
-
Subject areas School code N umber of Mean S tandard 
pupils deviation 
Total number 7 44 1 3 , 74 . 6 . 44 
of packages 8 40 19 . 77 7 , 34 
used 9 90 25 . 03 6 . 78 
19 5 25 . 40 1 6 . 27 
2 1  15 32 . 1 3 14. 1 0  
31 40 33 , 70 1 1 . 62 
35 1 3  33 , 31 1 1 . 05 
43 41 2 6 , 80 14. 88 
44 28 28 . 00 28 . 00 
5 1  2 1  22 . 7 1 12 . 36 
54 38 36 , 61 1 3 , 76 
57 2 22 , 50 24. 7.5 
.59 52 28 . 12 1 0 . 80 
. . 
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Pupils ' selec tion of packages as reported in Table :XXI showed 
much variation among pupils in · various schools , among pupils . with in a 
school , and among subjec t areas . Total average number of package s u sed 
ranged from 1 3  to 37 for the 1 3 schools analyzed . However , s tandard 
deviations were extremely high showing large variations among pupi ls 
wi thin a school as to the to tal number of p�ckage s used .  
An average o f  l e s s  than o n e  le arning package was sele c te d  in the 
following areas in the maj ori ty of schools included a occupational e duca­
tion , marriage , hosp i tali ty , dining out ,  psychological effec t  of c lothing , 
clo th ing the family , and c lo th ing care and equipmen t.  Standard deviations 
for the se subjec t areas were als o  low for the majori ty of the schools in­
dicating that individual pupil choice of learning packages in these sub­
" ject areas was close to average . Learning package s were used the leas t  
in the area o f  clothing care and e quipment followe d closely by occupa-
tional education . . ' 
An average of two or le ss package s were used for related art ,  c on­
sumer education , safe ty , trends and influences , family living , child 
development ,  k i tchen effic iency , personal appearance and textile s .  
Standard deviations were high for these subject areas in the majori ty of 
the schools resulting from a skewed dis tribu ti on . Large numbers of pupils 
did no t  use any package s in the se are as , while a small number used a few 
or several package s . 
Pupils also chose an average of two or le ss packages for the subjec t  
areas of babysi tting and c are ers . However , standard deviations for the s e  
t�o areas were less than one i n  a majority o f  the schools indicating that 
individual pupil choice of package s in the se areas was close to average . 
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In the areas of re sourc e s  and decision making , health , and meal 
planning and p!eparation , pupils chose an average of four or less pack­
ages . Means showed a wide variation among schools in these areas . 
Standard deviations also showed much variation among pupils wi th in a 
school for these thre e areas . 
An average of 4. 5 learning packages or less were used for the area 
of nu tri tion and an average of 5 . 5 or less for clo thing cons truc tion . 
A wide range of me ans and high s tandard deviations for pupils in all 
schools for nutri tion and in all but one school for clo thing construc tion 
gave evidence of large variations bo th among pupils in various s chools 
and among pupils wi thin schools for these subject areas . 
Larges t  mean number of packages per pupil were found in the areas 
Qf self- expre ss ion and in terac tion with nine or le ss and basic skills 
with food with an average of seven or less . Again means varied gre atly 
and standard deviations were high for th e majori ty of schools . I t  should 
be noted that ac tual average pupil use of package s for basic skills wi th 
food may be even higher if self-expre ssion and interac tion CAPSULES were 
classified according to topics such as self- expre ssion with food or self­
expression wi th crafts . The re searcher based thi s  conclusion on the low 
mean for school numbe r nine for self- expre ssion and interaction as com­
i>a.red to the high mean for school number nine for basic skills with foo d .  
'!he writer had personally class ified pupils ' re sponses from thi s  school 
according to subje c t  areas . 
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Pupil satisfac tion . Pupils from all 1 9  schools included in the 
analysis were grouped by school and by grade level ( class ) to de termine 
if there were s ignificant difference s among pupils in various schools or 
classes for selected factors of satisfaction involved with use of 
learning packages . The sample included 583 pupils , but not B.11 pupils 
answered every item . 
The re sponses of pupils by class and school , respectively , were 
reported in Table XX I I  below and in Table XXIII on page 75 to the 
following question s Was there opportunity for small group activity? 
Class 
TABLE XXII 
DISTRIBUTION BY CLASS OF PUPIL RESPONSES REGARDING 
OPPORTUN ITY FOR SMALL GROUP ACTIVITY 
. 
Number of pupils Yes 
Not given 20 13  
7 18 14 
8 18 14 
9 194 177 
10 1 70 148 
11 86 78 
12 77 70 
No 
5 
4 
4 
1 6  
19 
7 
7 
The total number of pupils in each class was the same throughout 
this. study and was not repeated in following tables .  
TABLE XXIII 
DISTRIBUTION BY SCHOOL OF PUPIL RESPONSES REGARDING 
School code 
7 
8 
9 
16  
19 
21 
25 
31 
32 
35 -
38 
43 
44 
46 
51 
54 
55 
57 
59 
Totals 
OPPORTUNITY FOR SMALL GROUP ACTIVITY 
. 
Number of pupils Yes 
46 37 
40 37 
90 75 
9 9 
5 4 
15 14 
41 39 
40 37 
20 17 
13 12 
12 6 
41 32 
28 26 
60 55 
21 20 
38 37 
10 10 
2 2 
52 46 
583 51.5 
75 
No 
7 
3 
14 
1 
i 
2 
2 
3 
6 
9 
2 
4 
1 
1 
4 
60 
'lbe null hypo thesis that there was no significant difference among pupils 
1n various classes regarding opportunity for small group activity was 
not · · reJected based on a chi-square value of 10 • .20 . 
A s�gnificant difference among pupils in various schools was noted 
beyond the . 01 level with a chi-square value of 42 • .59 . The null hypoth­
esis that there was no significant difference among pupils in various 
schools as to whether or not there was opportunity for . small group ac tiv­
ity was re jected. '!he majority of pupils felt there was opportuni ty for 
.. 
small group learning . 
Literature reviewed by this author suggested that small group 
activity spontaneously arranged by the pupils was an asset to package 
learning . The frequency to which pupils arranged small group activity 
was analyzed for pupils in various classes in Table XXIV below and for 
pupils in various schools in Table XXV on page 77 . 
TABLE XXIV 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY CLASS SHOWING FREQUENCY OF 
SELF-ARRANGED SMALL GROUP ACTIVITY 
Class Often Some times Seldom Never 
No t  given 7 4 2 
7 6 5 1 1 
8 7. 6 1 1 
9 60 78 26 14 
10 65 62 1 3 11  
11  31  31  8 6 
12 26 37 5 2 
TABLE XXV 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY SCHOOL SHOWING FREQUENCY OF 
SELF-ARRANGED SMALL GROUP ACTIVITY 
School code Of ten Some times Seldom N ever 
7 18 16 2 1 
8 7 24 3 3 
9 27 33 10 .5 
16 7 2 
19 3 
21 6 7 1 
25 1 1  22 2 3 
31 16  15 6 
32 3 10 1 3 
35 8 3 
J8 4 3 
43 12 12 5 3 
44 ., 18 6 1 1 
46 36 12 5 2 
51 16 3 1 1 
54 3 2 1  10 . 3 
.5.5 1 5 3 1 
.57 1 1 
59 1.5 22 4 6 
To tals 202 223 56 3.5 
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'Ihe null hypothesis that there was no significant difference 
among pupils 
1n various classes in the frequency to which pupils arranged small group 
activity was tested using chi-square , The chi-square val
ue of 1 ) , 01 gave 
no basis for re jecting the null hypothesis , 
A significant difference was found among pupils in various schools 
1n the frequency to which small group activity was self-arranged, 
With 
a chi-square value of 140 • .57 , the null hypothesis was re jected, The 
largest number of pupils responding indicated that small group acti
vity 
� 
was self-arranged some times . 
Responses of pupils by class were reported in Table XXVI below 
and by school in Table XXVI I  on page 79 to the following question s 
Was there opportuni ty for large group learning? 
TABLE XXVI 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY CLASS SHOWING OPPORTUNITY 
FOR LARGE GROUP LEARNING 
Class Yes No 
Not given 1 3  .5 
7 1 1 7 
8 7 10 
9 118 68 
10 114 .5.5 
1 1  .5 1  34 
12 45 32 
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TABLE XXVII 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS . BY SCHOOL SHOWING OPPOR'IUNITY 
FOR LARGE GROUP LEARN ING 
School code Yes No 
7 20 22 
8 25 14 
9 48 41 
16 4 5 
19 . 1 3 
21 6 9 
25 36 :3 
31 35 4 
32 12 8 
35 · 1 1 1  
38 6 6 
43 11  30 
44 � 13  15 
46 49 11 
51 18 3 
54 38 
55 8 2 
57 1 
59 27 24 
Totals 359 211 
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Chi-square evaluation of the null hypothesis that there was n
o sign ifi­
cant difference among pupils in various classes as to whether
 or not 
there was opportunity for large group learning yielded a 
value of 6 . 63 . 
'!here was no basis for re jecting the null hypothesis . 
'lhe null hypothesis that there was no significant 
difference among 
PlPils in various schools as to whether or not there was opportuni ty for 
large group learning was re jected. The chi-square value of 123
. 56 was 
lignificant beyond the . 01 level . The majority of pupils re sponding 
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indicated tha.t there was opportunity for large group learning . 
Pupils selected the learning si tuation in which they thought they 
learned best.  Results by class and school , respectively , were summarized 
in Table XXVIII below and in Table XXIX on page 81 . 
Class 
Not given 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
TABLE XXVIII 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY CLASS SHOWING SI'IUATION 
IN WHICH PUPIL LEARNS BEST 
Inde pendent study Large group Small 
6 2 1 0  
6 2 1 0  
.5 ' 12 
.50 28 1 1.5 
64 12 92 
32 1 1  42 
27 10 39 
group 
TABLE XXIX 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPI.LS BY SCHOOL SHOWING SI'IUATION 
IN WHICH PUPIL LEAR.� S BEST 
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School code Independent study Large group SmaJ.l group 
7 16 3 2.5  
8 12 11 1 7 
9 49 4 36 
. 16 1 8 
19 2 3 
21 8 1 6 
2.5 4 10 27 
31 7 6 26 
32 6 3 1 1  
3.5 6 6 
38 3 9 
43 9 3 28 
44 11 2 1.5 
46 2.5 7 28 
.51 7 4 10 
54 .5 4 29 
.5.5 2 2 6 
57 2 
.59 16 4 30 
Totals 190 
. 
65 320 
The null hypothesis that there was no significant difference among pupils 
1n Various classes in their choice of situation in which they learn best 
was tested using chi-square . 'Ibe chi-square value of 1 3 . 80 with 12 de-
8rees of freedom gave no basis for rejecting the null hypo thesis . 
The null hypothesis that there was no significant difference among 
i-ipils in various schools in the ir choice of situatio� in which they learn 
best was re jec ted .  The chi-square value of 84. 32 was significant beyond 
the . o1 level ,  The majority of the pupils responding indicated they 
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learned best in small group situations . 
Responses of pupils by class to the question of whe ther . or not 
packages were used in home economics only were summarized in Table x.xx . 
TABLE XXX 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY CLASS SHOWING 
SUBJECTS USING PACKAGES 
Class 
Not given 
7 
8 
9 
10 
1 1  
12 
Home economics only 
Yes No 
15 
18 
18 
146 
124 
62 
53 
4 
47 
44 
24 
24 
Chi-square was used to tes t  the null hypothesis that there was no signifi­
cant difference among pupils in various classes as to whether or not home 
economics was the only subject in which they used learning packages .  A 
significant dlfference was noted at the . 05 level , the chi-square value 
be�g 14. 37 with six degrees of freedom , A larger proportion of pupils 
in classes 11 and 12 were using packages in home economics as well as 
8) 
other subjects than noted for classes seven through ten . 
Responses of pupils by school showing whether or not packages were 
used only in home economics were given in Table XXXI .  
TABLE XXXI 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY SCHOOL SHOWING 
SUBJECTS USING PACKAGES 
School code Home economics only 
Yes No 
7 42 1 
8 )1 9 
9 42 48 
1 6  9 
19 4 
2 1  1 4  1 
25 2 )  18 
J1 . ' 10 JO 
J2 1 6  4 
35 1 J 
J8 12 
4J J9 2 
44 28 
46 4J 17 
51 21  
54 36 2 
55 7 J 
57 2 
59 44 8 
Totals 436 14J 
A 8ign1f d th 01 level with a chi-square icant difference was noted beyon e • 
YaJ.ue of 165 , )4. The null hypothes is that there was no significan
t 
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difference among pupils in various schools as to whe ther or not they 
used packages in home economics only was re jec ted. The majority of pupils 
in schools number nine and 31 were using packages in home economics and 
in other subjects . A large number of pupils in schools number 25 and 46 
were also using package s in other subjects as well as in home economics . 
'!be number of other subjec ts in which pupils used learning packages 
in addi tion to home economics was summarized for pupils by class in 
Table XX.XII below and for pupils by school in Table XXXIII on page 85 . 
'lbe null hypotheses that there were no significant differences among 
pupils in various classes or schools as to number of subjects in which 
packages were used was tes ted using chi-square . 
TABLE XXXII 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY CLASS SHOWING NUMBER OF 
OTHER SUBJECTS USING LEARNING PACKAGES 
Class Number of other subjects 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not given 2 2 
7 
8 
9 29 12 6 
1 0  40 4 
1 1  1 3 9 2 
12 12 8 2 1 1 
Columns headed 4 and 5 were no t included in 
the chi-square analysis . 
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A significant difference among pupils in various classes as to the 
number of other subjects using learning packages was noted at the . 05 
level , the chi-square value being 18 . 98 with eight degrees of freedom . 
'lherefore , the null nypothesis was re jected . A large majori ty of pupils 
in class ten used packages in home economics and only one other subject. 
TABLE XXXIII 
DISTR IBUTION OF PUPILS BY SCHOOL SHOWING NUMBER OF 
O'IlIER SUBJECTS USING LEARNING PACKAGES 
School code Number of other subjects 
1 2 3 4 5 
7 1 
8 8 1 
9 19 20 7 1 1 
16  . 
19 
2 1  1 
25 1 3 3 2 
31 24 6 
32 3 1 
35 
38 
43 1 1 
44 
46 14 3 
5 1 
54 2 
55 2 1 
57 
59 8 
Totals 96 35 10 1 1 
Columns headed 4 and 5 were not included in 
the chi-square analysis . 
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No significant difference among pupils in various schools as to 
the number of other subjec ts in which they u�ed learning packages was 
noted. The chi-square value was 33. 85 with 22 degrees of freedom , there­
fore , there was no basis for re jecting the null hypothesis . · About 75 
percent of the pupils used learning packages in home economics classes 
only . 'Ille remaining 25 percent used packages in one to five o ther 
cla�ses .  Packages were used in home economics and one other c lass by 
67. 1  percent of these pupils , in two other subjects by 24. 4 perc en t ,  
and in three to five other subjects by 8 . 4  percent of these pupils . 
Further analyzation of pupil satisfaction with package learning 
dealt with pupil ' s  rate of learning , individual interest, study in depth , 
and time spent in completing pro jects , Each of these factors was e valu­
ated for pupils by class and school using chi-square analysis to tes t  
the null hypotheses that there were n o  significant differences among 
pupils in various classes or schools as to whether or not learning pa
ck­
ages allowed pupils to learn at one ' s  own rate , to learn what interests 
one • s self ,  to explore or study in depth , and to spend less time c omple t-
ing a project . 
Learning at one ' s own rate was evaluated in Tables XXX
IV and XXV 
on page 87 .  
TABLE XXXIV 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY CLASS INDICATING IF PACKAGES 
ALLOW LEARN ING AT ONE ' S  OWN RATE 
Class Yes No 
N o t  given 19 
7 16 2 
8 13  5 
9 170 22 
10 159 9 
11  79 7 
12 70 5 
TABLE XXXV 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY SCHOOL INDICATING IF PACKAGES 
ALLOW LEARN ING AT ONE ' S OWN RA TE 
School code 
7 . 
8 
9 
16 
19 
21  
25 
31 
32 
35 
38 
43 
44 
46 
.51  
54 
5.5 
57 
.59 
Totals 
Yes 
43 
39 
83 
7 
4 
14 
31 
36 
18 
1 3  
1 1  
29 
27 
57 
19 
37 
9 
2 
47 
526 
No 
2 
1 
5 
1 
1 
9 
4 
2 
1 
12 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 
5 
50 
87 
88 
'Ihe null hypothesis , there was no significant difference among pupils in 
various classes as to whe ther ·or not packages permi tted learning at one ' s  
own rate , was re jec ted. A significant difference was found at the . 0) 
level wi th a chi-square value of 14 . 8) with six degrees of freedom . 
A significant difference among pupils in various schools was noted 
beyond the . 01 level . Therefore , the null hypo thesis was re jec ted for 
learning at one ' s. own rate , the chi-square value be ing 41 . 79 with 18 
degrees of freedom . The majori ty of pupils responding felt packages 
permi tted them to learn at the ir own rate . 
The ques tion of whe ther or no t packages allow pupils to learn what 
interests one ' s  self was evaluated according to class and school , respec-
tively , in Table XXXVI below and in Table XXXVII on page 89 . 
TABLE XXXVI 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY CLASS INDICATING IF PACKAGES 
ALLOW LEARNING WHAT INTERESTS SELF 
Class Yes No 
Not given 18 1 
7 18 
8 10 8 
9 160 33 
10 129 39 
1 1  71 15 
12 61 14 
TABLE XXXVII 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY SCHOOL INDICATING IF PACKAGES 
· ALLOW LEARN ING WHAT INTERESTS SELF 
School code Yes No 
7 44 1 
8 J8 
9 8J 5 
16 8 1 
19 5 
2 1  15 
25 29 1 1  
31 JJ 7 
J2 9 1 1  
35 12 1 
38 8 4 
43 25 16 
44 28 
46 27  33 
51 2 1  
54 34 4 
55 4 6 
57 2 
59 42 10 
Totals ' 467 1 10 
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'Ihe null hypo thesis was re jec ted because there was a significant differ­
ence among pupils in various classes as to whether or not packages allow 
learning what interests one ' s  self . The chi-square value of 16 . 61  with 
six degrees of freedom was significant at the . 05 level . 
The majori ty of pupils responding indicated that learning packages 
allow one to learn what in terests one ' s  self . However , a significan t 
diff eren Th f . ce was also noted among pupils in various schools . ere ore , 
the null hypo thesis was re jected, the chi-square value being 1J9 . 31 which 
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was significant beyond the . 01 level . 
Opportunity to explore or s tudy in depth is often an optional feature 
built into learning package s .  Pupil evaluation of this fac tor was re-
corded in Table XXXVIII below for pupils by class and in Table XXXIX for 
pupils by school ·on page 91 .  
. ;  
TABLE XXXVIII 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY CLASS INDICATING IF PACKAGES 
ALLOW LEARNING IN DEPTH 
Class Yes No 
Not given 18 1 
7 16  1 
8 1 1  6 
9 1.5.5 3.5 
10 133 36 
. 1 1  77 9 
12 65 1 1  
'!he difference among pupils i n  variou s classes was significant 
at the . 05 level with a chi-square value of 12 . 64 with six degrees of 
freedom . 'lhe null hypothe sis was re j ected that there was no s ignificant 
difference among pupils in various classes as to whether or not packages 
IJ.lowed one to study in depth . 
TABLE XXXIX 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS . BY SCHOOL INDICATING IF PACKAGES - ALLOW LEARN ING IN DEP'IH 
School code Yes No 
7 41 2 
8 J7 2 
9 BJ 6 
1 6  8 1 
19 4 1 
2 1  14 1 
2.5 J2 7 
31 34 6 
32 1.5 5 
35 1 1  2 
38 7 5 
4J 22 18 
44 24 4 
46 41 19 
.5 1  18 2 
54 JO 8 
.55 9 1 
.57 2 
.59 43 9 
Totals 47.5 99 
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'lhe majori ty of pupils in all schools combined indicated there was 
opportuni ty to s tudy in depth , H owever , a significant difference was 
found among pupils in various s chools beyond the , 01 level , The chi­
square value of 55 , 56 wi th 18 degrees of freedom served to rejec t the 
nu11 hypothesis for pupils in various schools as to whe ther or not pack­
ages permitted learning in depth , 
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Time spen t comple ting a project was included by this researcher as 
a fac tor of satisfac tion because pupils in a traditional classroom se tting 
often report waiting to use equipment and waiting for others to catch up 
as unsatisfac tory aspec ts of home economic s .  Pupil responses to thi s  
factor were reported i n  Table X L  below and i n  Table XLI on page 93 for 
pupils by class and school , respec tively . 
TABLE XL 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY CLASS INDICATING IF PACKAGES 
ALLOW PUPILS TO SPEND LESS TIME COMPLETING PROJECTS 
C lass Yes No 
Not given 14 5 
7 15 3 
8 4 14 
9 104 84 
10  74 93 
1 1  48 37 
12 32 42 
The null hypothesis was re jected for pupils by class since there was 
a significant difference among pupils in various classes as to whe ther 
or 
not package� allowed pupils to spend less time completing a projec t than 
1n a t The chi-square value was 24. 60 with raditional classroom situation . 
1x degrees of freedom . The majority of pupils in classes 8 ,
' 10 , and 12 
d1.d not feel that less time was spent comple ting a project w
hen using 
learning packages than in a traditional classroom se tting. 
TABLE XLI 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPILS BY SCHOOL INDICATING IF PACKAGES 
ALLOW PUPILS TO SPEND LESS TIME COMPLETING PROJECTS 
School code Yes No 
7 36 8 
8 1 1  28 
9 53 35 
16  7 2 
19 3 2 
21 6 9 
25 23 16 
31 23 16 
32 9 11 
35 5 7 
38 6 6 
43 7 34 
44 18 9 
' 46 30 30 
51 12 7 
54 16 21 
55 5 5 
57 2 
59 19 32 
Totals 291 278 
93 
A significant difference among pupils in various schools for time 
spen t in completing a project was noted beyond the . �1 level , the chi­
square value being 63 . 36 with 18 degrees of freedom . 'Iherefore , the null 
hypothesis was also rejected for pupils by school , A rather slim majority 
94 
of all pupils responding to this· que stion felt they could spend less time 
comple ting a project when using learning packages than in a traditional 
classroom setting . 
Pupils were asked to list advantages and disadvantage s found in the 
learning package me thod . Advantages listed in this open-end question 
were recorded in Table XLII on pages 95 and 96 . Rank order of the ten 
most frequ�ntly listed advantages was recorded in Table XLII I  on page 
97 . 
. ' 
TABLE XLII 
ADVANTAGES LISTED BY PUPILS ACCORDING TO TOTAL SCHOOL RESPONSE 
School numbers 
Advantages 7 8 9 1 6  19 2 1  25 31 32 35 38 43 44 46 
Personal advantage s a 
Learn at own rate 20 28 43 4 , 2 10 16 2 1  1 3  7 7 20 17 33 
Learn what interests self 2 3 19 44 1 3 10 1 3  1 7 12 1 3  1 
S tudy in depth 6 7 2 1 3 2 2 2 4 
S tudy independently 1 2 8 1 2 3 2 5 2 1 4 7 
Meet own needs 1 
Assume re sponsibility 1 2 3 2 1 
( Own ini tiative ) 
Package characteristic s a 
Clear directions 2 2 1 , 1 
N o  te s ts 1 1 5 
Intere s ting 3 1 3 2 1 2 1 
Learn specifics 1 2 
Learn in various ways 1 1 
Use medi:i. alone 1 1 
Convenient 4 1 2 
Easier 3 4 8 1 2 
Classroom management & 
Work out of class 1 1 1 3 
No assignments 1 1 
No homework 1 3 
I 
51 54 55 57 
18 13 3 2 
10 17 1 
1 1 2 
5 
1 1 
1 
2 1 
1 
59 
35 
24 
3 
4 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
t-3 0 
c+ Pl � en 
312 
198 
36 
47 
3 
10 
6 
8 
16 ·  
3 
3 
2 
7 
22 
7 
2 
4 
'° \J\ 
TABLE XLII ( continued) 
School numbers 
Advantages 
38 43 44 7 8 9 16  19 21  25 31 32 35 
Work toge ther 2 1 1 1 1 1 
No lectures 1 3 1 7 1 
Use library 3 
Contrac t for grade desired 1 4 1 1 
Re sults of use s 
Be tter grade s 
Worked harder 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 
Faster 3 2 4 2 6 1 1 
Learn more 1 3 1 2 1 5 2 2 1 
N o  competition 1 1 1 
Advantage s  for teacher 
as seen by pupils a 
Less help needed 
Easier for teacher 1 1 
Teacher ' s help available 1 
Miscellaneous : 
No advantages 1 1 9 
The 839 total responses to this open-end question were contributed by 544 pupils . 
46 51 54 55 57 
1 
1 1 
3 5 
6 2 
3 1 3 2 
1 3 3 5 1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
Total responses 
59 
1 
2 
8 0 
s-I-' en 
8 
15 
3 
15 
1 
19 
30 
40 
5 
1 
2 
2 
12 
� 
\.0 
°' 
97 
TABLE XLIII 
RANK ORDER OF TEN MOST FREQUENTLY LISTED ADVAN TAGES 
Advantages N umber of pupils 
listing 
Percent of total 
responses 
Learn at own rate 
Learn what intere sts self 
Study independently 
Learn more 
Study in depth 
Faster 
Easier 
Worked harder 
Intere sting 
No lec tures 
Contract for grade 
312 
1 98 
47 
40 
36 
30 
22 
19 
16 
15 
15 
Total percentage for ranked advantages 
Total percentage for unranked advantages 
Total 
37 . 2 
2 3 . 6 
5 . 6 
4. 8 
4 . 3 
3 . 6  
2 . 6  
2 . 3 
1 . 9  
1 . 8  
1 . 8  
89 . 5  
1 0 . 5  
100 . 0  
Percent of to tal simply represents the percent of total re sponses /.!dJ<[l 
to the question of advantages no ted by pupils from using package s . I t  
does n o t  reflect the to tq.l number o f  pupils included i n  t!"le survey nor 
the percentage of pupils listing the particular advantage . 
'nle advantage of learning at one ' s  own rate received over one-third 
of the total number of re spons es .  'lhis advantage was ranked first by pupils 
1n 1 2 of the 19 sch ools re sponding . Learning what interests one ' s  self 
rece ived almost one -fourth of the total number of re sponses to this 
question . Three of the schools ranked learning what interes ts one ' s  s elf 
as first according to total number of responses . In two of the schools , 
rate and interest tied for the mos t  responses .  Pupils in one school 
l'anked learning at one ' s own rate and faster in a firs t-place tie , w
hile 
98 
another school ranked learning what interests one ' s  self and no lectures 
as tied for first,  All other advantages listed received less  than 5 per-
cent of the total response s , 
According to the response to the question of advantages found in 
using learning package s as determined by pupils , learning at one ' s  own 
rate and learning what interests one ' s  self can be assumed to be the main 
advantages of this me thod of learning , However , it would appear that 
pupils in each school may evaluate advantages differently , For example , 
13 pupils in one school learned more , indicating that factors such as 
previous experiences , classroom atmosphere , teacher competence and simi-
lar factors may influence pupil reac tion to package learning , 
Disadvantages found by pupils in package learning were listed in 
' 
Table XLIV on pages 99 and 100 , Rank order of the ten most frequently 
listed disadvantages was recorded in Table XLV on page 101 , 
, i  
TABLE XLIV \ 
I DISADVANTAGES LISTED BY PUPILS ACCORDING TO TOTAL SCHOOL RESPONSE 
f 
' School numbers 
Disadvantages 7 8 9 16 19 21 25 31 32 35 38 43 44 46 1 5
1 
Personal disadvan tage s :  l 
Cannot choose intere sts 2 , 4 5 1 
Cannot go at own rate 2 1 7 2 2 2 4 3 1 7 2 12 
Procras tinate ( in itiative ) 3 3 1 4 1 1 8 1 
Package charac teristics a 
Too standardized 1 2 
Unreali stic 1 3 
Hard to find information 2 4 1 2 3 3 2 1 2 3 1 
Too many que s tions 3 4 2 
Too spe c ific 2 2 2 1 I 
Repe titious 2 1 2 2 1 
Too much writing 2 1 1 
Too easy 2 
Boring 4 1 2 3 3 2 5 1 
Too hard 3 3 1 1 3 5 1 4 
N o  note s  
N o  te s ts 1 1 
Too broad 1 1 2 
Vagueness of activities 1 
Too much work 3 1 5 2 6 4 5 2 6 4 6 4 
Prerequisites 2 1 
Too much reading 1 
54 55 57 59 
1 
1 3 
1 10 
1 3 
3 1 7 
2 
2 
3 1 
5 
2 5 
6 1 
1 
1 
4 3 9 
2 
(j 
cf-p.> J--J en 
1 3  
49 
33 
3 
8 
J3 
1 1 
9 
12 
9 
2 
28 
28 
1 
2 
5 
1 
64 
5 
1 
'° '° 
TABLE XLIV ( continued) 
School numbers 
Disadvan tage 
7 8 9 I 1 6  19 2 1  2.5 31 32 3.5 J8 43 44 
Classroom management s 
Cheating 2 1 
No class participation 6 7 7 6 4 . 4 7 3 1 1 
Grading requirements 2 1 0 .5 I 5 .5 14 .5 
Noise and disruptions 1 1 1 
Lack of evaluation time , 2 1 
No time for depth 1 
Use tape s with others 1 
Results of use i 
Do not learn as much 1 .5  1 3 .5 6 
Do not understand 2 2 5 2 3 1 2 4 
Miss important learnings 3 2 1 2 1 1 
Get behind 4 6 2 3 1 1 
Do not work as hard 2 9 5 1 
No  compe tition 1 3 1 
Lack background knowledge 1 
Disadvantages related to 
teacher : 
Teacher too busy 2 2 1 3 1 1 4 7 1 1 
Easier for teacher 
Miscellaneous a 
Dislike packages 1 4 2 3 . 
No disadvantae:es 1 1 1 2 1 
The 715 total responses to this open-end question were given by 478 pupils . 
46 I .s1 .54 .5.5 .57 
4 
1 4 3 3 
9 10 2 1 
1 
2 4 2 
6 2 3 1 
1 2 
3 5 
' 4 7 1 
1 
1 1 1 
1 
1 1 
Total responses 
.59 
18 
2 
4 
4 
7 
.57 . 
86 
3 
4 
3 
1 
42 
33 
13 
2.5 
29 
.5 
2 
39 
1 
10 
8 
lli 
..... 
0 0 
101 
TABLE XLV 
RANK ORDER OF TEN MOST FREQUENTLY JJISTED DISADVANTAGES 
Disadvantages 
Grading requirements 
Too much work 
No class partic ipation 
Cannot go at own rate 
Do not learn a; much 
Teacher too busy 
Procrastinate ( initiative ) 
Hard to find information 
Do not understand 
Do not work as hard 
Number of pupils 
listing 
86 
64 
57 
49 
42 
39 
33 
33 
33 
29 
Total percentage for ranked disadvantages 
Total percentage for unranked disadvantages 
Total 
Perc ent of total 
responses 
12 . 0  
9 . 0  
8 . 0  
6 . 9 
.5 . 9  
.5 • .5 
.4 . 6 
4. 6 
4. 6  
4. 1  
65 . 2  
34. 8 
100 . 0  
Percent of to tal simply represents the perc ent of total re spons e s  [712} 
to the open-end question of disadvan tages noted by pupils from using 
package s ,  It doe s  not reflect  the total number of pupils include d  in the 
survey nor the perc entage of pupils listing the particular disadvantage . 
Frequency of listing disadvantages was more uniformly distribu ted 
than frequency for lis ting advan tage s . No disadvantage rec e ive d  over 12 
percent of the to tal as compared to 37 . 2  percent for the leading advantage . 
None of the ten most frequen tly checked disadvantage s rec eived less than 
4. 1 percent as compare d to a low of 1 , 8 percent for the tenth most fr
e­
quently lis ted advantage , This may indicate that disadvantages r
e sulting 
from use of package s are a more individualized matter. 
In . d · and dis tribute d ,  dividual school total response was also more varie 
Only f th leading di sadvantag
e . 
our schools ranked grading requirements as e 
102 
Pupils in three other schools tied grading requirements wi th do not 
learn as much , too much work , do not work as hard, and no note s .  No 
class participation was ranked first by pupils in two schools and was 
tied for first wi th too much work by pupils in two schools , Each of the 
following disadvantages ranked first in one school 1 teacher too busy , 
too many questions , dislike packages , too hard, do not understand , no 
compe ti tion , and cannot go at own rate . Pupils in one school ranked 
hard to find information , too much writing , and cheating as tie d  for 
firs t, Classroom strategy seems to vary from school to . school and may 
affect the disadvantage s  listed by the pupils , 
Percentages of to tal responses for conflic ting advantages and dis­
advantages listed by pupils were compared in Figure J on page 10) . 
FIGURE J 
COMPARISONS OF PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL RESPONSES FOR CONFLICTING 
ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES LISTED BY PUPILS 
Easier for teacher 
Use media alone-­
together 
No competi tion 
No tests 
Specifics 
None 
Interesting- ­
boring 
Easier--too hard 
Work harder--do not 
work as hard 
Own initiative needed 
Learn in depth- -no 
time for deptb 
Learn more- -learn 
less 
Teacher helps-- too 
busy 
Study independently--no 
class participation 
Own interes ts 
Rate of study 
-
- -
-
- -
-
- -
-
- -
-
- -
-
--
--
- - -
- - -
- - -
--
- - -
- -
-:- - -
-
� - -
- - -
- --
- - -
1 2 
Key a 
-- Advantage 
- - - Disadvantage 
-
--
- -
- - -
- - --
- - - - -
- - - - -
- - - - - - - --
II 
- - - - - -- II 
PERCENTS 
163 
II 
104 
Perc en tages of total advan tages for study in depth , learning what inter­
ests one ' s  self , and study at one ' s own rate were considerably higher 
than the percentages of disaQ.vantages .  In nine comparison s , disadvant­
ages as listed by pupils outweighed advantages . Percentage s of total 
responses for no class partic ipation , teacher too busy , do not learn as 
much , initiative , procrastinate , do not work as hard , packci.ge s  too hard , 
boring , too specific , and no competi tion exceeded percentages for the ir 
corresponding advantages . Learning what interests one ' s  self was the 
least challenged advantage . Learning in depth and learning at one ' s  own 
rate were · also s trong advantages of package learning . The disadvantage 
of teachers being too busy was the least challenged ,  'lbat learning pack­
ages require self-initiative was also a strong disadvantage . 
Evaluation me thods used with learning packa.ges , Pupils used a chart 
similar to the one use d by teachers to de scribe the extent to which 
Dis -learning package s  �ere evaluated by the evaluation devices listed. 
tribution of pupil response s by schools summarized in Table XLVI was 
reported on pages 1 05 to 1 1 4. No analyzation was done of pupils by 
class .  Chi- square analysis of pupil response s  by schools was re ported in 
Table XLVII on page 1 1 5 . 
TABLE XLVI 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL RESPONSE BY SCHOOL SHOWING EXTENT TO 
WHICH EVALUATION DEVICES WERE COMBINED WITH PACKAGES 
School 
Evaluation device code Always Some times Seldom 
Homework 7 J 15 19 
8 6 28 4 
9 1 1  41 20 
16 1 7 
19 4 1 
21  J 10 2 
25 3 27 5 
31 3 8 7 
6 32 5 7 
35 8 ,4 
J8 1 2 2 
43 15 14 6 
44 3 18  2 
46 14 29 8 
51 4 9 4 
54 7 . 19 8 
5.5 5 1 
57 1 1 
59 26 18 5 
Worksheets 7 12 2 1  7 
. 
8 6 22 7 
9 26 29 14 
16 2 5 
19 3 1 
2 1  5 7 2 
25 7 29 5 
31 6 5 5 
32 6 12 
2 
35 7 5 1 
38 3 5 
1 
43 9 9 3 
44 14 11 1 
46 33 18 6 
51 8 9 1 
54 13 18 
5 
6 
-
2 55 1 
57 1 1 
14 2 59 32 
-
. 1 05 
Never 
7 
1 ' 
1 4  
1 
6 
2 1 
2 
I 
1 
1 
6 
5 
9 
3 
4 
3 
2 
5 
4 
18 
2 
1 
1 
2 3 
19 
2 
3 
1 
1 
1 
2 
� 
106 
TABLE XLVI ( continued) 
Scho.ol 
Evaluation device code Always Some times Seldom Never 
Oral evaluation 7 1 0  23 6 4 
8 2 5 19 1 1  
9 1 54 20 10  
1 6  6 3 
19 2 1 1 1 
21  1 0  5 
25 7 17 6 10 
31 15 18 7 
32 3 3 .8 5 
35 6 6 1 
38 2 1 1 
43 13 1 3 14 
44 24 1 2 1 
46 4 6 . 31 19 
51 1 6 8 2 
54 2 9 1 3 14 
55 8 1 
57 1 1 
59 6 28 15 3 
Notebooks 7 4 15 9 15 
8 3 12 6 1 7 . 9 6 1 6  1 8  47 
16 4 1 ·  1 3 
19 3 1 1 
21 J 4 2 6 
25 4 18 4 114-
31 6 9 15 10 
32 3 3 J 1 1  
35 5 8 
38 1 1 1 
43 9 5 3 2 4  
44 2 1.5 5 5 
46 43 10 4 2 
.51 3 2 J 9 
54 J 10 J 22 
55 1 3 J J 
57 1 1 
59 3 3 15 2 7  
-
107 
TABLE XLVI ( continued) 
School 
Evaluation device code Always Sometimes Seldom Never 
Diary 7 2 5 36 
8 2 2 33 
9 1 8 7 7 1  
1 6  · 9 
19 3 1 1 
21 3 12 
25 L 4 2 - 34 
31 2 35 
32 2 J 3 12 
3.5 1 1 1 1  
38 J 
4) 2 4 35 
44 2 2 3 21 
46 1 5 3 49 
5 1 1 15 
54 6 4 28 
5.5 1 8 
57 1 1 
59 1 2 J 43 
Themes 7 5 8 29 
8 1 12 9 16  
9 1 2 6  15 42 . 
16  9 
19 J 1 1 
2 1  1 1 1 12 
25 3 8 10 20 
31 4 3 3 1 
)2 2 6 5 7 
35 2 1 9 
)8 J 
43 2 6 J JO 
44 1 J 12 12 
46 1 10 7 41 
.5 1 1 1 J 12 
.54 1 5 7 23 
.5.5 1 2 6 
57 1 1 
.59 19 9 
21  
-
108 
TABLE XLVI ( continued) 
School 
Evaluation device code . Always Sometimes Seldom Never 
Problem-situation 7 .5 1 1  9 14 ' 
tests 8 2 21 3 12 
9 .5 42 12 27 . 
16 1 6 · 2 
19 4 1 
21  9 5 1 
2.5 1 10  9 21  
31 i 9 5 23 
32 5 9 3 J 
35 1 6 .5 1 
38 J 
43 3 15 ·4 18 
44 13 J 12 
46 7 18 12 22 
51 7 6 4 
54 2 14 12 8 
55 4 3 2 
57 2 
59 3 29 1 1  8 
Essay tests 7 4 16 6 17 
8 2 13 7 16 
9 5 19 19 . 44 . 
16 2 J 4 
19 4 1 
21  2 5 1 7 
25 3 1 1  7 20 
31 1 5 8 23 
32 2 5 6 6 
3.5 1 5 1 5 
38 3 
43 5 9 14 
44 2 J 7 15 
46 .5 8 1 3 JJ 
51 1 6 8 
.54 2 14 8 14 
55 9 1 
.57 2 
.59 8 . 4 32 
-
1 09 
TABLE XLVI ( continued) 
School 
Evaluation device code Always . Sometimes Seldom Never 
Objec tive tes ts 7 3 9 6 22 
8 20 8 1 1  
9 7 28 17 34 
16 6 1 2 
19 4 1 
2 1  2 4 6 3 
2.5 18 19 1 3 . -
31 1 .5 1 1  18 
32 14 .5 1 
3.5 1 6 2 4 
38 4 3 1 
43 3 14 7 1 7 
44 2 1 1  5 10 
46 45 13  1 
51 2 12 4 2 
54 4 16  8 9 
55 10 
57 2 
59 1 · 12 14 22 
Home projec ts 7 5 27 10 3 
8 8 18 8 6 
9 6 44 29 9 
' 
16  1 5 2 
19 3 1 1 
21 3 8 2 2 
25 1.5 20 1 5 
31 21 16 2 1 
32 6 10 2 2 
35 6 7 
38 8 3 
43 4 16 6 1.5 
44 14 8 5 
46 20 16 14 10 
.51 3 8 9 
.54 1 24 8 4 
55 2 6 2 
57 2 
59 8 32 - 8 3 
1 10 
TABLE XLVI ( continued) 
School 
Evaluation device code Always Sometimes Seldom Never 
Class projects 7 20  19  2 4 
8 3 19 1 1  7 
9 24 48 10 · 6 
16 2 3 J 1 
19 4 1 
21 3 6 2 4 
2.5 1 6
._ 
2 1  J 1 
31 10 19 8 3 
32 1 1  .5 3 1 
3.5 2 6 1 4 
38 .5 3 
43 2 1 3  7 19 
44 8 14 2 4 
46 19 2.5 8 7 
51  8 4 6 
.54 4 20 8 6 
55 2 8 
57 1 1 
.59 10  2 1  15 5 
Rating scales 7 1 1  8 6 19 
8 .5 9 6 1.5 . . 
9 14 35 17 19 
1 6 8 . 
19 3 1 1 
21  3 3 5 4 
25 4 9 1 0  1 7  
31 17 13  3 7 
32 2 4 12 2 
35 1 .5 3 1 
38 1 2 
43 3 12 9 1 7 
44 1 14 7 6 
46 18 12 1 1  19 
51 6 7 4 
54 11  1 3 5 9 
55 2 2 5 
57 1 1 
59 12 14 12 9 
-
1 1 1  
TABLE XLVI ( continued) · 
- School 
Evaluation device code Always Sometimes Seldom Never 
Checklists 7 4 15 6 1 6  
8 1 10  9 17 
9 6 46 15 1 7 
16 3 1 5 
19 '.3 2 
2 1  2 4 6 3 
25 4� 8 9 17 
31 10 · 6 6 1 6  
32 5 3 · 10  1 
35 4 5 2 
38 6 J 
43 6 2 1  4 9 
44 6 1 1  7 J 
46 1 1  1 0  9 28 
.51 3 7 6 1 
.54 5 15 8 9 
55 1 2 .5 
57 2 
59 11 12 1 6 9 
Self-evaluation 7 5 12 8 7 
8 10 1 0  5 5 . 9 14 27 9 6 
16 1 1 2 2 
19 3 1 
2 1  2 4 1 
2.5 7 10 5 
31 6 10 4 7 
32 1 .5 2 
3.5 3 6 2 
38 2 
43 4 18 6 2 
44 6 6 2 2 
46 10 6 5 6 
.51 4 6 3 
54 7 11  
6 4 
.5.5 J 2 
1 
57 1 1 6 
59 1 9 9 
-
1 12 
TABLE XLVI ( continued) 
School 
Evaluation device code Always Sometimes Seldom Never 
Help form goals 7 7 19 .5 1 1  
8 6 28 J 
9 27 39 11  6 
16 7 2 
19 4 
2 1  6 7 2 
2.5 10 19 5 6 
J1 J 21  2 11 
J2 2 12 J J 
35 2 7 3 1 
J8 1 2 
4J 3 1.5 12 10 
44 10 1.5 2 
46 12 22 12 10 
.51 .5 6 4 J 
.54 8 18 8 J 
55 1 7 2 
57 1 1 
.59 17 19 9 2 
Check own work 7 9 13  7 14 
8 10 17 5 .5 
. 9 16 41 12 1 J 
16 3 4 2 
19 4 1 
21 .5 6 3 1 
2.5 6 17 8 9 
31 8 8 9 1J 
32 5 1 1  2 2 
J.5 9 3 
38 2 1 2 · 
43 6 17  3 15 
44 6 12 .5 4 
46 12 18 9 16  
51 3 J 1 8 
54 4 14 9 9 
55 6 J 1 
57 1 1 
59 8 15 12 1 1  
-
1 13 
TABLE XLVI ( continued) 
-
School 
Evaluation device code Always Sometimes Seldom Never 
Find own strengths 7 14 18 7 4 
and weaknesses 8 13 2 1 2 1 
9 22 45 13  3 
16  1 5 1 2 
19 4 1 
2 1 9 4 2 
25 1 3  18 5 4 
31 12 10 8 7 
32 5 14 1 
35 5 6 1 1 
38 2 1 2 
43 6 17 8 9 
44 1 1  1 1 6 
46 2 1  24 7 5 
51 8 3 6 1 
.54 8 21 8 1 
.5.5 2 6 1 1 
.57 1 1 
59 17 2 1  6 4 
Decide when ready 7 17 14 5 6 
to advance 8 17 17 2 1 
' 
9 33 32 9 10 
16 2 4 J 
19. 3 2 l 2 1  1 1  3 1 
2.5 9 13 6 1 1  
31 14 10 5 7 
32 8 1 1  1 
35 7 3 2 
38 1 1 1 
43 6 16 9 10 
44 14 10 3 
46 34 18 2 3 
51 7 10 2 4 5 
.54 13 13 2 
.5.5 J 5 
.57 1 1 
.59 19 2 1  
4 3 
-
1 14 
TABLE XLVI ( continued) 
School 
Evaluation device code Always Sometimes Seldom Never 
Pre tes t 7 1 3  2 7  2 1 
8 7 24 6 2 
9 32 49 5 2 
16 8 
19 4 
2 1  2 1 1  2 
25 1 3  17 7 4 
31 19 19 2 
32 17 3 
35 7 6 
38 11  1 
43 12 29 
44 9 19 
46 46 11  2 1 
51 11  8 1 
.54 20 16 2 
55 1 8 
57 1 1 
59 17 31 1 1 
-
Posttest 7 23  19 1 
8 12 23  4 
. ' 9 51  36 1 
16 1 2 2 4 
19  4 
2 1 6 9 
6 6 25 14 15 
31 2 1  18 1 
32 17 3 
35 8 5 
38 10 2 
43 23  18 
2 44 21  5 
1 46 49 9 1 
51 15 4 1 
54 26 9 2 1 
5.5 3 6 
.57 1 1 
26 21 2 1 .59 
-
-
TABLE XLVII 
VALUE OF CHI-SQUARE SHOWING DIFFERENCES AMONG PUPILS BY 
SCHOOL IN THE EXTENT TO WH ICH VARIOUS EVALUATION 
DEVICES WERE COMBINED W ITH PACKAGES 
Evaluation device 
Homework 
Workshee ts 
Oral evaluation 
Notebooks 
Di ary 
Themes 
Problem- s i tuation te sts 
Essay tests 
Objec tive tests 
Home pro jec ts 
Class pro jec ts 
Rating scales 
Check lis ts 
Self-evaluatipn 
Help form goals 
Check own work 
Find own s trengths and weaknesses 
Decide when ready to advance 
Pretest 
Post tes t  
With 54 degre es o f  freedom 
*Significant at or beyond . 05 level 
**Significan t at or beyond , 01 level 
Chi-sq uar.e value 
186 . 48** 
2 1 6 . 77** 
321 . 84** 
244. 73** 
1 35 . 47** 
141 . 37** 
1 39 . 1 7** 
127 . 57** 
325 . 12** 
1?7 . 39** 
143 . 97** 
126 . 61** 
1.51 . 99** 
68 . 1 1 
1 15 . 45** 
82 . 82** 
83 . 09** 
96 . 91** 
341 . 35** 
186 . 70** 
1 15 
1 16 
The null hypothe sis that there were no significant differences 
among pupils in various schools in the exten t to which the various e val­
uation devices were combined with learning packages was tes ted using chi­
square . Re sults were reported in Table XLVII on page 1 15 .  Significant 
differences were found beyond the . 01 level for all evaluation devices 
except self-evaluation . No significant difference was found for self­
evaluation , bu t this may be due to the structure of the ques tionnaire . 
Some pupils did not respond to the general self-evaluation device but 
only to the four related devices which followed, 'Ille null hypothesis 
was re jected , with this one limitation . 
Chi-square analysis of evaluation devices combined wi th learning 
packages as described by pupils served to poin t ou t the presence of 
significant differences among schools . The distribu tion of total 
responses by pu pils in all schools combined showing the extent to which 
each device was used was given in Table XLVIII on page 1 17 . 
TABLE XLVIII 
DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL PUPIL RESPON SE SHOWING EXTENT TO WHICH 
VARIOUS EVALUATION DEVICES WERE COMBINED WITH PACKAGES 
Evaluation device Always Sometimes Seldom 
Homework 109 2 61 1 10 
Workshee ts 192 22 3 70 
Oral evaluation 96 208 1.56 
Notebooks 101 129 101  
Diary 1 1  39 44 
Themes 17 1 10 96 
Problem-situation tes ts 40 226 102 
Essay te sts 3.5 132 106 
Objective tes ts 1 1 1  196 92 
Home projects 1 19 273 1 1.5 
Class projects 1.54 25.5 90 
Rating scales 10.5 161 1 17 
Check lists 
' 86 179 120 
Self-evaluation 85 14.5 66 
Help form goals 124 262 81  
Check own work 104 212 96 
Find own strengths and 
246 82 weaknesses · 174 
De c ide when ready to advance 217 202 .5 6  
Pre test 242 280 28 
Post test 331 205 20 
-
-
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Ne ver 
86 
83 
96 
224 
4.57 
325 
181  
261 
1.58 
67 
72 
164 
1.58 
56 
73 
126 
46 
65 
22 
16 
118 
Dec iding when ready to advance and posttest were always used by a larger 
number of pupils than the number who used them to any o ther extent .  A 
majority of the pupils re sponding never used diary and themes .  No tebooks , 
essay te sts , and rating scale s were never used by a larger number of pu­
pils than the number who used them to any other extent .  More pupils some­
time s , as compared to always , seldom , or never , were evaluated using the 
fol1owing 13 devices s  homework , worksheets , oral evaluation , problem-
si tuation tes ts , objec tive tests , home projects , class pro j e c ts ,  check 
lists , self-evaluation , help form own goals , check own work , de termine 
own strengths and weaknesses , and prete st. 
Learning aids used with package s .  Pupil response by schools in­
dicating if various learn ing aids were used independently , were used 
with teacher assis tance ,  or were not used at all were recorded in Table · 
ILIX on pages 1 19 to 128 . Chi-square analysis was reported in Table L 
on page 129 . 
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TABLE XLIX 
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL RESPONSE BY SCHOOL SHOWING WHETHER 
OR N OT LEARN ING AIDS WERE USED AND HOW 
'IBEY WERE USED W I'IH PACKAGES 
Learning aid School Used with teacher Used Did not 
code assistance independently use 
Films 7 1 3 24 9 
8 12 12 6 
9 14 48 28 
16 .5 1 J 
19 4 1 
21  1 14 
2.5 26 1 14 
31 1 6  13 1 1  
32 4 14 2 
J.5 4 6 3 
38 12 
43 6 1.5 20  
44 7 1 3 8 
46 49 7 4 
.51 6 1 3 2 
.54 19 14 5 
55 4 6 
57 1 1 
59 9 17 26  
Tapes 7 9 3.5 2 
8 5 31 4 
9 10 79 1 
16  9 
19 3 1 
1 
2 1  2 13 
25 6 4 31 
31 2 38 
32 4 1 
15 
35 3 10 12 
38 
6 30 5 43 
4 20 4 44 6 24 46 30 1.5 4 .51 2 24 J .54 1 1  10 
55 2 
.57 42 1 
.59 9 
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TABLE XLIX ( continued ) 
Learning aid School Used with teacher Used Did not code assis tance independently use 
Filmstrips 7 9 34 3 8 7 2 3 10  
9 13 58 19 1 6  6 1 2 
19 3 1 1 
2 1  2 1 12 
25 JO 2 9 
31 6 28 6 
32 4 15 1 
3.5 J 9 1 
J8 12 
43 7 17 17 44 5 19 4 
46 2 1  )8 1 
.51 3 1 1  7 
.54 19 16 J 
55 8 2 
.57 1 1 
.59 10 JO 12 
Pictures and 7 12 1 3 2 1  
clippings · 8  7 27 6 
from 9 .5 6.5 20 
magazines 1 6  4 4 1 
19 4 1 
2 1  3 1 1  1 
2.5 1 1  1 5  1.5 
31 6 28 6 
14 .5 32 1 
6 4 3.5 3 
12 )8 
4 26  1 1  43 
44 4 17 7 
46 1 1  28 2 1  
8 .51 4 9 
.54 .5 23  10  
2 .5 .5.5 J 
1 .57 1 
37 10 .59 .5 
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TABLE XLIX ( continued) 
Learn ing aid School Used with teacher Used Did not 
code assistance independently use 
Charts 7 3 14 29 
8 6 12 22 
9 5 34 .51 
1 6  5 1 J 
19 J 2 
2 1  5 10  
25 15 10 1 6 
31 8 17 1.5 
32 2 17 1 
35 1 5 7 
38 4 3 5 
43 5 14 22 
44 J 12 1 3 
46 8 20 32 
51 2 6 1 3 
54 14 1 1  1)  
55 4 3 3 
57 2 
59 5 22 25 
Models 7 2 44 
'8 1 J 36 
9 2 11 77 
16 1 8 
19 3 2 
2 1  1 1 1 J 
25 8 3 30 
J1 4 1 35 
8 9 J2 J 1 3 35 12 J8 2 34 43 5 6 20 44 2 44 
46 4 12 
1 2 18 51 8 25 54 5 10  
55 2 
57 
1 5 46 59 
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TABLE XLIX ( continued) 
Learning aid School Used with teacher Used Did not 
c ode assistance in dependently use 
Graphs 7 1 7 38 
8 1 5 34 
9 1 22 67 
16  2 7 
19 3 1 1 
2 1  1 14 
25 10 3 28 
31 9 7 24 
32 3 6 1 1  
35 1 12 
38 3 3 6 
43 5 2 34 
44 2 3 23  
46 3 7 50 
51  3 18 
.54 .5 12 2 1  
55 2 8 
.57 2 
.59 1 6 45 
Slides 7 2 2 42 
· 3  4 6 JO 
9 8 24 5
8 
1 6  1 8 
19 3 1 
1 
2 1  1 
14  
25 10 1 
30 
1 37 31 2 16 1 32 3 1 12 3.5 12 
38 
.5 4 3
2 
43 6 18 44 4 6 52 46 2 12 
.51 4 
5 
6 .5 27 54 
1 9 .55 1 1 
.57 
4 6 
42 
.59 
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TABLE XLIX ( con tinued) 
Learning aid School Used with teacher Used Did not 
c ode assi s tance independently use 
Opaque 7 2 44 
pro jec tor 8 6 4 JO 
9 5 7 78 
1 6  9 
19 J 1 1 
21  15 
25 12 1 28 
31 1 39 
32 5 7 8 
35 1 12 
J8 12 
4J 5 1 35 
44 2 4 22 
46 26 1 33 
51 4 3 14 
54 13  2 23 
55 1 9 
57 1 1 
59 1 2 49 
Overhead 7 1 45 
pro jec tor i3 10 7 23 
9 6 5 79 
16 1 
8 
19 J 
2 
2 1  1 
14 
25 34 7
 
6 6 31 28 
32 4 9 
7 
35 2 3 
8 
12 
38 1 37 43 3 24 
44 4 4 31 46 25 
.51 6 6 
9 
6 10 
.54 22 1 
55 9 1 
57 1 
.59 10 
10 32 
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TABLE XLIX ( continued) 
Learn ing aid School Used with teacher Used Did not 
code assistance inde pendently use 
Microscopes 7 1 45 
8 1 3 36 
9 3 .5 82 
1 6  9 
19 1 4 
2 1  1.5 
25 6 35 
31 5 14 2 1  
32 1 1 18 
35 1 3 
38 12 
43 1 1 39 
44 2 2 6  
46 1 5 54 
51 2 19 
54 2 36 
55 1 1 8 
57 2 
59 52 
Chalkboard 7 2 2 42 
8 9 4 2 7  . ' 
6 9 75 9 
1 6  6 1 2 
19 4 1 
21  1 14 
25 29 6 6 
31 20 3 17 
32 3 5 12  
35 3 2 8 
38 2 10  
43 3 4 34 
44 3 4 2 1  
46 18 3 39 
51 6 4 
1 1  
54 22 6 
1 0  
2 
55 8 1 
57 1 6 41 59 5 
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TABLE XLIX ( continued) 
Learning aid School Used with teacher Used Did not 
code assistance independently use 
Phonograph 7 .5 15 26  
records 8 7 7 2 6  
9 3 7 80 
16 9 
19 3 2 
21  1.5 
25 12 4 25 
31 1 39 
32 2 3 15 
35 1 12 
38 12  
43 2 39 
44 2 2 6  
46 3 1 56 
.51 3 1 1 7  
.54 7 5 2 6  
5.5 10 
57 2 
59 2 4 46 
Radio 7 2 44 
' 8 1 4 35 
9 1 12 77 
1 6 9 
19 3 2 
21  1 14 
25 4 2 J5 
31 
40 
32 2 1 
1 7  
3.5 
1 3 
12 
38 J 36 43 2 
44 1 4 2 3 
46 60 2 19 51 38 .54 10 
55 2 
57 2 49 59 1 
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TABLE XLIX { con tinued) 
Learning aid School Used with teacher Used Did not 
code assistance independen tly use 
Television 7 4 42 
8 1 4 35 
9 1 2 1  68 
1 6  9 
19 1 4 
2 1  2 1 12 
25 3 . .  4 34 
31 1 39 
32 1 2 1 7 
35 1 12 
38 12 
43 1 5 35 
44 1 6 2 1  
46 4 2 54 
51 3 18 
54 J 35 
55 1 9 
57 2 
59 1 2 49 
Bulle tin 7 4 12 JO 
boards . 8 6 15  19 
9 10 1 3  67 
1 6  5 2 2 
19 4 1 
2 1  1 4 10 
2.5 14 5 22 
31 17 9 14 
32 3 8 9 
35 3 5 .5 
38 12 
43 6 3 32 
44 6 7 15 
46 24 20 16 
.51 .5 8 
8 
.54 8 12 
18 
.5.5 6 4 2 .57 7 J6 59 9 
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TABLE XLIX ( continued) 
Learning aid School Used with teacher Used Did not 
code assistance independently use 
Text books 7 10 29 7 
8 8 28 4 
9 8 70 12 
1 6  6 3 
19 3 1 1 
2 1  3 12 
25 20 1 4  7 
31 5 33 2 
32 1 15 4 
35 3 8 2 
38 3 6 3 
43 10 29 2 
44 2 25 1 
46 1 3 42 s 
51 6 12 3 
54 4 26  8 
55 3 4 3 
57 1 1 
59 5 41 6 
Reference 7 10  28 8 
books . 8 9 28 3 
9 7 70 13 
16  4 4 1 
19 3 2 
2 1  3 12 
25 15 15 1 1  
31 3 33 4 
32 2 17 
1 
35 3 9 
1 
38 1 4 7 
43 9 31 
1 
44 2 24 2 
46 12 39 9 
51 6 10 
.5 
54 5 3
2 1 
55 2 
8 
57 1 1 
59 5 
42 .5 
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TABLE XLIX ( continued) 
Learning aid School U sed with teacher Used Did not 
code assistance independently use 
Mimeographed 7 7 1 3 26 
and dittoed 8 10 17 1 3 
worksheets 9 4 40 46 
1 6  .5 2 2 
19 4 1 
2 1  8 7 
2.5 28 7 6 
31 .5 8 2 7 
32 6 1 3 1 
35 2 4 7 
38 2 10 
43 7 1.5 19 
44 4 12 12 
46 17 28 1.5 
.51 .5 6 10  
54 10 2 1  7 
55 4 4 2 
57 1 1 
59 6 28 18 
Other 7 
46 
( pamphle ts )  . a  40 1 89 9 8 
16 1 5 19 1.5 
2 1  41 
2.5 3 37 31 20 
32 1 3 
3.5 12 
38 41 
43 28 
44 2 .57 46 1 20 
51 1 36 2 
54 10 
5.5 2 
57 
2 4 
46 
.59 
TABLE L 
VALUE OF CH I-SQUARE SHOW ING DIFFERENCE AMONG PUPILS BY SCHOOL 
AS TO WHE'TIIER OR NOT LEARN ING AIDS WERE USED 
Learn ing aid 
F ilms 
Tapes 
Fi lms trips 
AND HOW 'IBEY WERE USED 
Pic ture s and clippings from magaz�ne s  
Charts 
Mode ls 
Graphs 
Slides 
Opaque pro jec tor 
Overhead pro jec tor 
Mi crosc ope s  
Chalkboard 
Phonograph re co�ds 
Radio 
Te levi sion 
Bulle tin boards 
Text books 
Referenc e  books 
Mimeographed or dittoed work sheets 
Other ( pamphlets ) 
W i th 36 degre es of freedom 
*Sign ifi can t  at or beyond , 05 leve l  
**S ignifi can t  at or beyond , 01 level 
Chi-square value 
225 . 45** 
396 . 21** 
219 . 56** 
1 16. 20** 
101 . 10** 
101 . 62** 
100 , 04** 
149 . 38** 
161 . 56** 
286 . 97** 
1 13 . 62** 
188 . 35** 
127 . 39** 
1 12 . 42** 
.57 . 88* 
130 . 85** 
87 . 75** 
97 . 41** 
156 . 30** 
48 . 07 
129 
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Chi- square analysis of pupil use of learning aids tes ted the null 
hypo thesis that there were no significan t  differenc e s  among pupils in 
various schools as to whe ther or not learn ing aids were used and how 
they were used wi th learn ing packages .  Results were recorded in Table L 
on page 129 . S ign ifican t differences were found beyond the . 0 1  leve l  
for all learning aids except television and
_
pamphle ts . A s ignificant 
differen ce beyond the . 05 level was- noted for pupil use of television . 
N o  significant difference was found for pamphlets , an aid lis ted by 
pupils in seven schools as an open-end answer.  The null hypothesis was 
re jec ted . 
To illustrate differences found among pupils in various s ch ools , 
the au thor c i te d  two schools . Pupils in school number 38 did n o t  use 
six of the learning aids used by pupils in all o ther s chools , including 
films , films tri ps , pic ture s and clippings from magazine s ,  slide s , over­
head pro j e c tor , and bulle tin boards . These pupils als o  did not use eight 
o ther learn ing aids . However , these e igh t aids were not used by pupils 
in some o ther - s chools as well . The majori ty of pupils in school number 
46 indicate� they used the following learning aids e i ther inde pendently 
or wi th teacher assistance s films , filmstrips , pic tures and c lippings 
from magazine s , bulle tin boards , text books , referenc e  books , and mimeo­
graphed or di ttoed workshe e ts . Radio was the only learning aid not used 
by pupils in school number 46 .  Pupils in school number 38 used a to tal  
of six aids with learn ing packages , while pupils in school n umber 46 
used 19 aids , 
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The distribution of total responses by pupils in all schools com­
bined showing whether or not learning aids were used and how they were 
used with packages was reported in Table LI on page 1 32 .  The majority 
of pupils used tapes, filmstrips, pictures, and clippings from magazines 
independently . Films were used equally with teacher ' s  assistance and 
independently . However, the author feels there may
. have been confusion 
of �erms involved and that some pupils equated films with filmstrips. 
Mimeographed or dittoed worksheets were used independently as often as 
they were not used. The following 12 aids were not used with learning 
packages by the majority of the pupilsa models, graphs, slides, opaque 
projector, overhead projector, microscopes, chalkboard, phonograph records, 
radio, television, bulletin boards, and pamphlets . 
Very few students helped prepare any of the aids listed . A few 
had helped collect pictures from magazines or made charts to report 
information they had gained. A few had also prepared bulletin boards . 
TABLE LI 
DISTRIBUTION OF TOTAL PUPIL RESPONSE SHOWING 
WHETHER OR NOT LEARNING AIDS WERE USED 
AND HOW THEY WERE USED 
Learning aid Used with teacher Used 
assistance independently 
Films 200 200 
Tapes 106 351 
Filmstrips 148 312 
· Pictures and c lippings 
from magazines 93 327 
Charts 93 208 
Models 40 67 
Graphs 52 88 
Slide s 59 86 
Opaque pro jector 84 37 
Overhead pro jector 169 59 
Mierocsopes 22 35 
Chalkboard 151 60 
Phonograph records 51  . 49 
Radio 16 32 
Television 16 60 
Bulle tin boards 131 137 
Text books - 114 399 
Reference books 102 409 
Mimeographed and 
dittoed workshee ts 125 229 
Other ( pamphlets ) 5 12 
132 
Did not 
use 
183 
126 
123 
163 
282 
476 
443 
438 
462 
355 . 
526 
. 372 
483 
535 
507 
31.5 
70 
72 
229 
566 
��IBR V 
COMPARISON OF PUPIL AND TEACHER EVALUATION OF LEARNING PACKAGES 
'Ihat an innovation may not be viewed similarly by pupils and teachers 
should not be considered imposs ible in educ ation . The purpose of thi s  
-
chapter _was to briefly ascertain what , if any , differences exis ted be-
tween pupil and teacher evaluations of learning packag e s  as used in home 
economic s  classes in Sou th Dakota .  
Subjec t areas . I t was difficult to compare pupil omi ssions with 
areas not taught by teachers because there were large variations among 
pu pils with in a school as to the number of package s used.  Large numbers 
of pupi ls did not use any packages in an area,  while a small number used 
1 2 . a· few or se veral packages . However,  both pupils and teachers indicated 
very limited use of packages in the area of occ upational e du�ation . A 
large majority of teachers used learning packages to teach clo thing care 
and equipmen t ,  bu t very few pupils reported that they had comple ted pack­
ages in this are a .  The majority o f  teachers u s e d  learn ing package s to 
teach basic skills wi th food and self-expre ssion and interac tion ,  the 
areas receiving the highe s t  average pupil use . The majority of teachers 
did no t use packages to teach the area of marriage for which pupils used 
an average of le ss than one package . 
1Refer to Table X.XI , pp . 62-71 . 
2Refer to Table VII , P •  36 . 
Use of packages .  The majority of the teachers3 and pupils4 felt 
there was opportunity for small group and large group activity . 
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Satisfac tion . The advantage of learning at one ' s  own rate was 
ranked as the leading advantage by both teachers5 and pupils . 6 Pupils 
ranked learning what interests one ' s  self second, while teachers ranked 
this advantage sixth . Pupils ranked the advantage that packages were 
interesting in the ninth place , while teachers ranked i t  ten th . None 
of the ten disadvantages most frequently listed by pupils7 were listed 
8 most frequently by the teachers . Disadvantages listed by both tended 
to be more personalized toward the individual role of pupil or teacher. 
Evaluation me thods used with packages .  Comparison o f  majority 
· response by pupil and teacher showing extent to which various evaluation 
device s  were used with packages was made in Table LII on page 1 35 . 
3Ref er to Table VI , p.  35 . 
4 Ref er to Table XXIII , p. 75 . 
5Ref er to Table XIII , p.  47 . 
6 
Ref er to Table XLIII , P • 97 . 
7Refer to Table XLV , p .  101 . 
8 
Ref er to Table XV , p .  50 .  
rABLE LII 
COMPARISON OF MAJORITY RESPONSE BY PUPIL AND TEACHER 
SHOWING EXTENT TO WHICH VARIOUS EVALUATION DEVICES 
WERE USED WI'IH PACKAGES 
Majority re sponse 
Evaluation device By pupil By teacher 
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Workshe e ts 
Self-evaluation 
Notebooks 
Essay te sts 
Rating scale s 
Some times 
Some times 
Never 
Never 
Never 
Always-- some time s 
Always 
Some times 
Some times 
Some time s  
Variations were noted be tween teacher an d  pupil de scription o f  e valuation 
me thods u se d  wi th packages , These were listed in Table LI I .  However , 
i t  was not pos s ible to make any statistical analysis to de termine if the 
difference was sign ificant. Significant differences were found among 
pupils in various schools which may account for the s e  vari ations . 
CHAPTER VI 
SUMMARY , CONCLUSIONS , RECOMMENDATIONS 
SUMMARY 
The problem , One purpose of this study was to de termine the extent 
to which home economics teachers in South Dakota were using learning 
packages ,  A second purpose was to determine teacher and pupil reaction 
to package teaching and learning. 
�rtance of the problem . Learning packages have become a recog­
nized innovation in home economics instruction , By determining the ex­
tent to which learning packages are being used by South Dakota home 
economics teachers and pupils and their reac tion to them , the researcher 
hoped to assess ways in wh ich use of this innovation could be s trength-
ened. . ' 
Procedure . This study was based on data obtained from a review of 
li terature pertaining to the problem and from a descriptive and statis­
tical analysis of teacher and pupil questionnaires . 
Review of li terature , Emphasis on independent study has been spear­
headed by the current focus on the individual student.  Independent study 
embodies student responsibility for learning including development of 
skills for learning as well as continutng interest. 
If independent study is to be individualized, it  must be geared
 to 
an individual pupil ' s rate of learning , inter
ests , ability level , needs , 
and le arning style .  Much pupil respon sibility i s  implied along with 
teacher-pupil
_
planning . 
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Innovative admin istrative managemen t of groups of s tudents , al­
though complementary , is not the key element in the succ essful imple­
mentation of independent s tudy , Successful use of classroom methods 
such as learning package s is more essen tial than adminis trative tech­
nique s ,_ 
Learning packages are an innovative technique used to promote 
independen t s tudy . As the name implies ,  a package con tains all the 
information a student needs to pursue independent s tudy of one main 
concept or ide a .  Behavioral objec tives , diversified learning aids and 
learning ac tivi ties , evaluation , and opportuni ty for s tudy in de pth are 
vi tal componen ts . 
Be c ause independe nt study as a means of individuali zing ins truc tion . 
is relatively new , research is limited . A study which compared an in­
dividualized instruction program wi th the conventional program concluded 
that one me thod was not better or worse than the other. Another s tudy 
found no significant difference in achievement between independent and 
tradi tional groups researched. School satisfaction , study h abi ts , and 
library skills were found significantly improved in favor of the inde­
pendent s tudy group in a New York study, Several studies  emphasized 
the importance of pupil- teacher interaction ,  especially for the lower­
abili ty group s tudents , The low correlation be tween general
 abili ty and 
achievement in inde pendent study programs emphasized the n
eed for a me thod 
other than a measure of intelligence for predicting . pup
il success with 
independent study . 
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Additional reported results of independent s tudy as a means of 
individualizing instruction included the positive aspects of increased 
teacher satisfac tion and pupil enjoyment . Negative aspec ts reported 
were evidence of cheating , indifference on the part of pupils , and lack 
of real desire to pursue a subject in depth . 
The teacher ' s  role in an independent study program expands to one 
of pl�ner, resource person , counselor , and administrator. In-service 
training and workshops can assist teachers in developing the necessary 
skills . 
FINDINGS 
Teacher Survey 
General informa�ion . Of the 200 home economics teachers in South 
Dakota responding to the teacher �uestionnaire , 72 or J6 percent indi­
cated they had used learning packages during the 1970-71 school yea:r. 
The largest number of teachers using packages were teaching in schools 
with enrollment over 500 pupils , although there were some teachers using 
packages in schools of smaller enrollment categories as well . Teachers 
ranged in experience from zero to 36 years . There was no significant 
difference among teachers with varying years of teaching experience as to 
whether or not they used packages ,  Teachers using learning packages were 
assisted by teacher aids more often than teachers not using packages . 
Analyzation of subject area scope for all teachers responding showed 
subject areas not taught at any grade level in a school . Occupational 
education was omi tted in about 60 percent of the sc�ools . All other 
subject areas were omitted by teachers in less than one-th
ird of the 
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school s . Clothing con s truc tion was the only subje c t  area taught in all 
of the schools re �ponding . 
Use of packages .  The majority of home e conomics teachers who used 
le arning packages indicated that o ther departments in their s chool were 
also using packages and that their school ' s  schedule allowed for small 
and large group ins truc tion , independent study , and varying times for 
the se thre e technique s . 
Subj e c t  area scope in relation to teaching me thods employed by 
teachers us ing learning packages showed that marriage , care ers , self­
expres sion and interac tion , and dining out were omitted by approximately 
25 percent of those teachers . Clothing the family , te enager ' s  world , 
babysitting , trends and influ enc es , related art and h ealth were omi tted 
by 1 1- 16 percent of these teachers . Abou t 10 percent did no t teach 
resource s  and decision making . When teachers using packages were com- · 
pared wi th a�l teachers combined , higher percentages of omissions were 
recorded for package teachers for marriage , care ers , self- expression and 
interac tion , and babysitting. However , all teachers combined reported 
higher percentage s of omissions for occupational e ducation , trends and 
influences , related art , safe ty , child development and behavior, and 
hospitali ty .  
A larger number of teachers taugh t the area of marriage by me thods 
oth er than packages than who taugh t  i t  using package s .  Basic skills ,  
meal plann ing and preparation , clo thing care and e quipment ,  clothing 
cons truc tion ,  nutri tion , and consumer education were taugh t by packages 
by at leas t twice as many teachers as taugh t these areas by o ther me thods .  
CAPSULES were the major source or type of learnin
g package used by 
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home economic s  te achers i n  South Dakota . Self-con s truc ted packages 
were used by at leas t one teacher in all subjec t are as except dining 
o u t .  Package s were combined wi th other me thods f o r  teaching an entire 
uni t  by the large st number of teachers . 
A highly s ignificant difference was found among teachers in the 
extent to whi ch they used various teaching me thods wi th learn ing pack­
ages . Laboratory experience was used frequently by the largest number 
of teach ers and was the only me thod used by all teachers . A majori ty 
of teachers fre quen tly used problem-solving experien c e s , teacher demon-
strations ,  home experiences , and small and large group instruction . 
Lec ture s ,  pupil demons trations , field trips , brain-s torming , panel dis-
cussions and role-playing were seldom used by at l eas t half of these 
teachers . 
Evaluation prac tices of teachers using learning packages .  A signifi-
cant differe�ce was found in the extent to whi ch h ome economi c s  te achers 
used the various e valuation techniques with learning packages .  Pretes t, 
pos tte s t ,  and self-evaluation were used by all teachers . A larger number 
of teachers used mos t devices some times as compared to always , seldom , 
and never. Anecdo tal records , behavioral logs , and themes were never 
used by a larger number of teachers than teachers who used them to an
y 
o ther exten t .  
Teacher satisfac tion . Advantages mos t frequ
ently listed by teachers 
were largely advantages seen for the pupil usi
ng learning packages ,  Learn­
ing at one ' s own rate and according to one ' s  a
bili ty in addi tion to in-
c ib· 11· ty all received over 
10 percent of the to tal reased studen t  re spons 1 · . 
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re sponse s . More time to help individual pupils re c e ived about 6 percent 
of the total number of te acher responses and was the h ighe s t  ranked per­
sonal advantage for teachers . Increased preparation time was the leading 
disadvantage l i s ted by teachers , More teacher challenge ; pupil initiative ; 
attention to individual needs , abilities and intere s ts ; and range and 
depth of materi als covered all contributed to teacher satisfac tion , More 
te ach ing materials used ; more time involved in preparation , teaching ,  and 
evaluation may tend to decrease teacher satisfac tion . 
The majority of teachers using learning packages had used them one 
to two years , Abou t  89 percent of those using package s planned to c on-
tinue using them the next school year .  Improvemen ts in the packages 
themselve s  and in acc ompanying teach ing-learn ing aids were suggested 
mos t  frequ en tly . 
Pupil Survey 
Pupils were selec ted on the basis of a random sampling of the 72 
te achers us ing learn ing package s .  
Use of learning packages , Analyzation of subject area sc ope in­
clude d  only those 1 3 schools which utilized fre e choice of CAPSULES . 
Mean an� s tandard de viation eva�uation showed much varia�ion among 
schools , pupi l s  within a school , and among subject areas . Learn
�g 
leas t 1• n the are as of clothing care and e qu
ipmen t  package s  were used th e 
· k u ed most exten sively in the and occupation al education ,  _ Pac ages were s . · 
area9 of �elf-express ion and in terac tion and basic sk
ills wi th food, 
H means Sho�.Ted variation among schools as to the
 
owever , a wide range of " 
number of packages used in these are as . Standard
 deviations were high 
I 
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for the majority of schools in these same areas indicating that pupil use 
of packages varied greatly within a school . Pupils used an average of 
two or less packages for most subject areas with variations prominen t 
among pupils within a school and among schools . 
The majority of pupils indicated there was opportunity for small . 
group activity . However , a significant difference was found among 
schools in providing this activity . That small group ac tivity was some-
times arranged by the pupils themselves received the . largest number of 
responses .  Again a significant difference was found among schools � 
A sigriificant difference was found among schools in providing 
opportunity for large group learning . 'Ihe majority of the pupils indi-
cated there was opportunity for large group learning . 
The majority of pupils using learning packages indicated that they 
learned best in small group situations as compared to independent study 
or large group situations . A significant difference was noted among 
pupils in various schools . 
'!here was a significant difference noted among pupils by class and 
school as to whether or not packages were used only in home economics .  
However , 75 percent of the pupils responding used packages in 
home ec-
onomics only . 
Pupil satisfaction . The majority of pupils respond
ing felt packages 
permitted one to learn at one ' s own rate , to learn wha
t interests one ' s  
self , to study in depth , and to spend less time completing a
 project.  
t d Pupils bv class and school for Significant differences were no e among � 
all of these factors of satisfaction .  
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Learning at one ' s  own rate �d learning wha.t inte re sts one ' s  self 
were the outstanding advantages listed by pupils in package learning . 
'lhere was le ss agre ement concerning outstanding di sadvantages ,  with pupils 
tending to list a wider varie ty of disadvan tage s .  Grading requirements 
were , however , the leading disadvantage . Classroom strategy seems to 
vary from school to school and may affect pupils ' response s .  
· Evaluation methods used with packages . Significant differences 
were no ted among pupils by school as to the extent that various evalua­
tion device s  were used with learning package s ,  Total re sponse by pupils 
showed that dec iding when ready to advanc e  and postte s t  were always used 
for evaluating learning packages by a larger number of pupils than the 
number of pupils who used them to any other extent . More pupils were 
evaluated using all other devices sometimes than always , s eldom , or never .  
Learn ing aids used with packages . Significant differences wer� 
found among pupils by school in the use of learning aids c ombined with 
learning package s .  Total response by pupils showed that the majority 
o� pupils used tape s , filmstrips , picture s and clippings from 
magazines 
independently .  Films were used equally independently and 
with teacher 
assistanc e . Mimeographed or dittoed worksheets were us
ed independently 
as often as they were not used.  Twelve aids were 
not used by the majority 
of pupils . Very few students helped prepare an
y of the aids listed. 
I 
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Comparis on of Pupil and Teacher Evaluation of Learning Package s 
Pupils and teachers generally evaluated learning packages similarly . 
Bo th indicate d  the least use of package s in the area of oc cupational 
education and limited use for the area of marriage . C orres ponding high 
use of packages in the areas of basic skills with food and self-expres sion 
and in terac tion was noted for teachers and pupils . Pupil use of package s 
for clo th ing care and equipment was less than corre �ponding use as in­
dicated by te achers . 
Pupils and teachers agreed on opportunities provide d  for small and 
large group activi ty . A s ignif icant difference among pupils by school 
accoun ts for those teachers who did not feel the ir school ' s schedule 
provide d the se opportun i tie s ,  
Learn ing a t  one ' s  own rate was the mos t  fre quen tly listed advantage 
by bo th pupils and teachers . Learning what in tere s ts one ' s s e lf �d the 
fac t that pac�age s  are in tere s ting were the only o ther advan tages ranked 
among the leading ten by both teachers and pupils . Di sadvan tage s tended 
to be viewed more personally from the pupil or teacher role . 
Confiic ting re s ponses by pupil and te acher as to the extent of use 
were n o ted for the following evaluation devices a worksh e e ts , self-e val-
uation , notebooks , essay te s ts , and rating scales . Differenc e s  among 
schools may ac coun t for these conflicts . 
CONCLUSIONS 
Based on findings reported in this chapter a.�d in m
ore de tail in 
Chapters I I I  through v ,  the author derived the following conclusions a 
1. School size , ye a:rs of teacher experi
ence and u tilization of 
14.5 
teacher aids were not de termining factors in home economics teachers ' use  of learning packages . 
2 .  Home economics teachers in South Dakota were teaching a fairly broad program with only one subject area ,  occupational educa­tion , omi tted in more than one- third of the schools . 
3 .  Learning packages were combined with various s cheduling tech­
niques indicating that this method can .be used successfully 
with or withou t  innovative scheduling . 
4.  Subjec t area scope differences between teachers using packages 
and all teachers combined did not appear to be significant, 
but s tatistical analyzation was limited,  
5 .  CAPSULES were the major type of learning package used by South 
Dakota home economics  teachers . The researcher believed this 
may be due to the close proximity of the source and that 
teachers need to be made more aware of other sources of pack­
ages available . Also , in- service training and workshops may 
be needed to help teachers interested in developing the ir own 
packages and in revising purchased ones . 
6 .  Since the majority o f  teachers using learning packages combined 
them with other teaching me thods , this researcher note d  that 
con tinuing emphasis must be given to me thods of instruc tion 
in teacher-education programs . No one method of ins truction 
should be considered a panacea or as an i sland method. 
? . Teachers and pupils reported using a fairly wide varie ty of 
evaluation devices . However, significant difference s  were 
found which point out the need for teacher training in . this 
area which provides experiences in developing and using various 
techniques . 
8 . ' Learning packages seemed to favor the pupil in terms of ad­
vantages . Teachers should be made aware of both the limita- . 
tions  and contributions of this me thod of ins truc tion in order 
to determine if this me thod is complementary to the ir goals 
9 .  
1 0 .  
as a teacher. 
Pupils in most schools used rather small numbers of packages 
in all subject areas . This researcher questions whe ther 
learnings of pupils using packages were as broad as those 
taught by traditional me thods and sees  a need for more re-
search in this area. 
Significant differences among schools in many of t�e factors 
evaluated led to the assumption that teacher organization and 
implementation of the package program greatly affec t
 results .  
N o t  all teachers can teach more effectively wit
h packages . 
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1 1 . S ign ifican t  differences were noted among pupils by class for 
several fac tors e valuated .  Fac tors such as pre vious experience· 
wi th package learn in g , maturity , ruid background subj e c t  knowl­
e dge may be involved .  
12 . I t  appeared to thi s  re searcher th at new l e arning aids e s­
pec ially audio-visual aids , were used fre que n tly with
1
package s  
and that aids more traditionally u s e d  such a s  chalkboard , 
bulle tin board , and pamphlets were seldom u s e d .  I t  would seem 
that in days of limited school budge ts and inade quate fac ili­
tie s that ways should be explored to u ti l i z e  some of the aids 
cons idere d standard equipment in most classrooms . 
lJ .  Very li ttle use was made of student help i n  preparing te aching­
learn ing aids . Perhaps student help is an altern ative to 
employment of teacher aids where such c annot be afforded .  
RECOMMENDATIONS 
The re searcher recognize d  that th is study in no way gave conclusive 
evidence to support the theory that any one me thod is supe ri or to anoth e r . 
Further re search is recommended in the following areas a 
1 .  
2 .  
3.  
4.  
5. 
A more s pe c ific subj e c t  area device should be utilized to de­
termine if there is any difference in subj e c t  are a  scope be- . 
twe en teachers us ing packages and teachers u s ing the tradi tional 
me thod . Provi s ion should be made for de termining if a subjec t 
are � is omi tted by a teacher of if home economic s i s  not offere d  
a t  a particular grade leve l .  
Further research is needed to de termine if learning package s  
are more effe c tive than traditional classroom teaching . F ac tors 
· such as pupil achi evemen t ,  class leve l , study skills , back­
ground knowledge neede d ,  and satisfac tion should be included 
in such research . 
A more spec ific device should be found to e valuate subj e c t  
area scope selected by pupils using packages . Comparisons wi th 
pupils in tradi ti onal c lassrooms should be made to determine 
if there i s  any signific ant difference in s cope of s tu dy . A 
long-range s tudy of pupils through the total h igh school home 
e c onomi c s  program may be helpful . 
Pupil e valuation in general should be more . c ompreh en s ive . Some 
precau tion should be taken to insure a higher rate of re turn 
than that obtained by this re searcher . 
Thi s  re searcher found no information on evalu
ation of the 
package i ts e lf .  Ways should be deve loped t
o tes t  eff e ctivene ss 
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of the package in terms of behavioral obje c tive s , evaluation 
of these objectives , provision for individualization of learn­
ing and other similar elements . 
Learn ing packages as a means of individuali zing independent study 
have made the ir debut in home economics classes in South Dakota . The 
route they will take in the future will undoubtedly be as diversified 
as the one they have taken thus far . Continued research , teachers 
willing to experiment and to assess results of their teaching practice s ,  
and teacher- training programs wh ich provide insigh ts and skills needed 
to implement innovations will contribute to the future role of learning 
packages , 
148 
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COVER LETTER FOR TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 
CONTRACT time? No , it ' s only the beginning of the second semester-­
try a CAPSULE to perk up your teaching . And before too much time has 
eLAPsed,  won • t you HELP me ? 
The enclosed que stionnaire is designed to determine to what extent 
the learning package approach is being used in home economics classes 
throughout South Dakota at the junior and senior high levels . This 
survey is being conducted in connec tion with the College of Home Economics 
at South Dakota State University ,  and with the advice  of Dean Frances 
He ttler; Mrs . Ardyce G ilbert , Departmen t of Home Economics  Education ; 
and Dr .  Lee Tucker ,  statistician . I t  is hoped that this s tudy will re­
veal the extent of teacher and pupil acceptance .  
I would appreciate your cooperation in completing the questionnaire 
and re turning �t by February 15 , using the enclosed addressed envelope . 
Your responses will be treated as one of a total response , s ince i t  is 
not my in ten ti on to evaluate one particular school .· Your identity will 
remain confiden tial . 
Thank _ you for your assistance in this pro ject.  Watch for a report 
at your fall conference . 
Sincerely , 
Mrs . Marlene Brands 
USE OF LEARN ING PACKAGES IN SOUTH DAKOTA HOME ECONOMICS PROGRAMS 
TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 
I ,  General Information 
A. S chool 
1 .  N u�m�be:-r�o;::fp-:p::u::p::;i;-:li':s::-:e:::n-:-:r--o-.;l-.;l-e-::-d-i-:-n-J7" u-n-:i:-o-r_·_h_i_g_h ___ _ 
grades to ; senior high 
-----
B .  Teacher 
1. Num�be==r-o=f�y�e�a�r�s--;-t-a-ug�h�t:-----
--�--��--�-----
2 .  Number of years in thi s  school 
J .  Number of teacher aids 
----
4. C omple te the chart below to indicate whe ther the subjec t 
matter area i s  taugh t at the 7 th ,  8 th ,  9 th , 1 0 th ,  1 1 th ,  
or 12 th grade level ( s ) . 
Subject areas Grade level 
Related art 
Self-expre s s i on and 
in terac tion 
Consumer educati on 
Re source s  and de ci sion 
making 
Heal th 
Safe ty 
. 
Trends and influenc e s  
Occupational e du cation 
Babysi tting 
Te enager ' s  world 
Marriage 
Family living 
Child development 
and behavior 
II , U se of Learn ing Packages* 
Subj e c t  areas Grade level 
Careers 
Nutrition 
Ki tchen effi c i en cy 
Basic skills 
Meal planning and 
-preparation 
Hospi tali ty 
Dinine: out 
Personal annearanc e  
Psychological effec t  
of clothing 
Clothing the family 
Textiles 
Clo thing care and 
eq uipmen t 
Clothing con s truc tion 
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For pu rposes of thi s  study , "a learn ing package is a s elf-instruc­
ti onal uni t  developed for learning one ba.si c  concept or idea • • • •  " 
Each package contain s behavioral objectives telling the s tu den t 
what to do , materials to use , and the minimum level of performance . 
* Twyla Shear and Eli zabeth Ray , "Home Economics L
earning Packages 
(HELPS ) , "  Jou.,..nal of Home Economics , 61 : 768 , Dec embe r ,  1969 . 
I 
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A .  D o  you u s e  the package approach i n  any o f  the s u bje c t  areas lis te d  in Que s tion I-B4? Yes No -----
If you answer no , please di sregard the remain ing que s tions and re turn this portion in the self-addre s s e d  enve lope . Thank 
you for your partic ipation in this pro j e c t .  
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
B .  Is the home e conomics departmen t the only departmen t in your 
school using learning packages ?  Yes No 
( Thi s  doe s no t refer to elemen tary K-6 te achers . ) ------
1 .  If no t ,  indic ate the number of o ther s econdary teachers 
u sing this me thod ( ) and the total number of 
teachers on the s taff at the junior and/or senior high 
level ( ) . 
C .  Check if your s chool ' s  schedule allows for any of the following s 
small group instruc tion 
large group instruc tion 
independent s tudy 
varying time s for the above thre e . 
D ,  To what exten t are you using package s during the 1970-71 school 
year? 
1 .  
2 .  
J . 
4.  
Us ing the chart on the following page , f i l l  i n  the left-hand 
side firs t .  If you do not teach a su bje c t area this year ,  
place an X i n  the firs t column . I f  you do n o t  u s e  the pack­
ages for a particular subject area taugh t ,  place an X in the 
second column to indicate use of ano ther me thod . In the 
column marked source , indicate if the package is self­
c onstructe d ,  UNIPAC , CONTRACT ,  CAPSULE , LAPs , HELPs , or TW . 
Then in the righ t-hand columns indicate wi th an X the exten t 
to which you use package s for that subjec t  area. 
If the package s charted were not self-cons truc ted, did you 
modify any of the purchased one s ?  Yes NO ____ _ 
Place a plus mark by the subject area in the preceding chart 
which you are best prepared to teach . Place a minus mark 
by the subject area you feel leas t prepared to teach . 
If possible , when re turning your que s tionnaire include 
copie s of the following packages 1 
a .  An original or modified package 
b .  A package used i n  each o f  the two subje c t  areas marked 
as dire c ted in DJ . 
Subj e c t  areas 
(C ommonalities and 
outline topic s from 
Curriculum Guide ) 
Relate d art 
Self-expres sion and 
interaction 
Consumer education 
Re source s and de­
cision making 
Heal th 
Safe ty 
Trends and influen c e s  
Occupational education 
Babysitting 
Teenager ' s world 
Marriatte 
Family living 
Ch ild development 
and behavio;r: 
Care ers 
Nutri tion 
Kitchen efficiency 
Bas ic skills 
Meal planning and 
-pre parati on 
Hospi tal ity 
Dining out 
Personal appe ara..�ce 
Psychological effect 
of c lothing 
Clothing the f amilY 
Textiles 
Clothing care and 
equipment 
Clothing construction 
Total number of packages used -----
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E. Indicate to what extent you are using the following teaching 
methods wi th packages this year .  
Teaching me thod . .  Fre quently Seldom Never 
Pro blem-solving 
experiences 
Lecture s 
Laboratory e xperiences 
Teacher demonstrations 
Pu�il demonstrations 
Field trins 
Brain-storming 
Panel discussion 
Role-playing 
H ome experience s  
Small group ins truc tion 
Large irroun instruction 
Others (please list) a 
I I I . Evaluation 
Using the following chart , indicate the e xten t  to which you are 
using the various me thods of evaluation with packages . 
. I 
Evaluation device Always Some times Seldom Never 
Homework 
Worksheets 
Rec itation 
An ecdo tal record 
Note books 
Behavioral loas 
Themes 
Rating scal?s 
Check lis ts 
Pre te s t  
Post tes t  
Essav tes t  
Problem- s i tuation te s ts 
Ob.iec ti ve te s ts 
Pu�il s e lf- evaluation 
Others ( ple ase list ) : 
--
-
-
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IV . Teacher satisfaction 
A .  Lis t the main advantages an d  disadvantages you find in using 
package s .  
Advan tage s Disadvantages 
B .  Following i s  a list of fac tors related to package teaching . 
C ompare each factor- with tradi tional classroom teaching and 
place an X to spe c ify more , . same , or less than the tradi tionaJ. 
me thod . 
Fac tor More Same Less 
Teaching materials used 
Cos t of materials used 
Time involved in preparing 
materi als . 
Time involve d  in teaching 
Teache r  challenge 
Puuil ini tiative 
A tten tion to individual 
n e eds 
A:t{ten tion to individual 
abilities 
Atten tion to individual 
in tere sts 
Effec ti ve evaluation of 
obie c tive s  
Time spen t i n  evaluatina 
Range of materials covered 
Deuth of materials covered 
D. When did you start using packages? 
E .  Do you plan to use packages next year? Yes. ___ _ 
If so , what improvemen ts , if any , will you make ? 
No __ _ 
b Of Students who are using packages Please list the num er 
th is school yea:r . 
u v u J. J.1.  Ui\.1'-U l A  �TATE UNIVERSITY 
BROOKINGS, SOUTH DAKOTA 57006 
COLLEGE OF HOM E  ECONOMICS 
On about February 1 ,  1 97 1 , Mrs . Marlene Brands will be s ending out a 
q u e s t ionna ire to a l l  home economics teachers in South Dakota . Mrs . 
Brands . i s c ondu c t i ng a survey to determ ine the extent t o  wh ich home 
e conomics teachers are u s ing learn ing packages and t h e ir react ion s 
to t hem . The study is in part ial fulfillm ent of the requ irement s 
for her M S  d egre e in Home Econom i c s  Educ at ion . 
We are conc ern ed that home econom i s t s  do effect ive t ea c h ing . Research· 
such a s  Mrs . Brands i s  do ing g ive s us needed in format ion . Respond­
ent s will rema in anonymous and we hope you wi ll encourage your t eac�­
er ( s )  to coop erat e .  
Thank you for your s upport . The resu lt s  will be made available to 
the p art i c i pat ing t eacher s . 
Sincerely , · 
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Fran c e s  M .  Het t l er , . Dean 
College of Home Economics 
FMH/cs 
LETTER MAILED TO SUPERINTENDENTS OF TEACHERS 
INC!JJDED IN SAMPLE SURVEY OF PUPILS 
1 60 
Recently your home economics instructor, [name_] , 
participated in a survey to determine the extent to whi ch home economics  
teachers are . using learning packages and their reaction to them . Her 
classes have be en selected as part of a sample survey to de termine pupil 
reaction to learning packages . Twenty teachers were chosen at random to 
compose the sample . 
Pupil questionnaires will be mailed to the teacher about March 20 . In · 
order to obtain unbiased and anonymous answers , your personal help is 
needed . The teacher and pupils will be given the following ins tructions a 
The last two pupils to comple te the questionnaire will please seal the 
manilla envelope provided for all comple ted questionnaires and bring to 
the superin tenden t for principal} for mailing . 
Thank you for your cooperation . You and the ins tructor will receive a 
brief abstract of resul ts of this s tudy when c ompl e ted. 
Sincerely , 
Mrs . Marlene Brands 
LETTER MAILED TO TEACHERS INCLUDED 
IN SAMPLE SURVEY OF PUPILS 
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Your response to the questionnaire on use of learning packages was 
appreciated.  Your classes have been selected as part of a sample survey 
to de termine pupil reac tion to learning packages .  Twen ty teachers were 
chosen at random to compose the sample from the 72 who indicated they 
use package s .  
� number:J pupil questionnaire s will be mailed to you about March 20 . 
In order to obtain unbiased and anonymous answers , i t  i s  important that 
the following instruc tions be given s The last two pupils to comple te 
the questionnaire will please seal the manilla envelope provided for 
all comple ted ques tionnaires and bring to the superin tendent Lor prin­
cipa!J for. mailing . Enclosed is an instruction she e t  for admini stering 
the que stionnaire to pupils who have used or are using packages this 
school year as indicated in the teacher questionnaire . 
Thank you for your cooperation . You will receive a brief abstract of the 
resul ts of thi s  study when completed. 
Sincerely , 
Mrs . Marlene Brands 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR ADM INISTERING PUPIL QUESTIONNAIRE 
ON LEARNING PACKAGES 
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To the Pupil a ( To be read or posted and explaine d  to the s tuden ts ) 
1 .  Do not s ign your name . Your teacher will not s e e  your answers . 
Please answer all questions hone stly and comple tely . Your . 
answers will be used as part of a study on learning packages 
conducted wi th the cooperation of the C ollege of Home Economic s  
a t  South Dakota State University . 
2 . Do not ask any questions . If you do not understand some thing , 
write a no te on the ques tionnaire near the i tem you do not 
underst and . 
) . When you have comple ted the que s tionnaire , place in the manilla 
envelope provided ,  
4.  The last two pupils to complete the que s tionnaire will please 
seal the manilla envelope and bring. to the superintendent for 
mailing . ( Or to the principal if your teacher indicate s . ) 
To the Teacher a 
1.  
2 .  
) . 
4. 
If you wish to have your principal comple te the mailing , be sure 
to explain the survey to him . Your superintenden t has be en in-
formed via le tter . 
If you have more than one class us ing packages ,  you may wish to 
-use a temporary manilla envelope for each class and reserve the 
s tampe d one for the superintendent ' s use . Proceed wi th e ach 
envelope as dire cted above in item number four. However , request 
the person mailing to remove the ques tionnaire s and insert in 
the mailing envelope . 
Or if your pupils do not mee t toge ther as a clas s , please arrange 
to have them answer this in their homerooms . Provide a temporary
. 
enve lope and instructions for ad.minis tering for each homeroo
m 
teacher. 
To avoid paying increased postage rates , r
e turn by March 30 . 
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USE OF LEARNING PACKAGES IN SOU'IH DAKOTA HOME ECONOMICS PROGRAMS 
PUPIL QUESTIONNAIRE 
Your class has be en selected as part of a sampling s tudy of the 
use of learning package s ( also called CAPSULES , CONTRACTS , TLU , UNIPAC , 
HELPs , LAPs ) in South Dakota home economic s  programs . Your cooperation 
in answering thi s  questionnaire is appre ciated.  ·Please do not sign 
your name in order that your answers can remain unidentified • . 
I .  Use of Learning Package s 
Place an X in the column behind each subject area in which you 
used packages this  schook yea:r. List the number of packages you 
· have completed in each area so far this year .  
Subjec t  are a I used packages· Number of packages 
comple ted 
Related art 
Self-expression and 
in terac tion 
Consumer educati on 
Resources  and de cision 
making 
Health 
Safe ty 
Trends and influences 
OccuEational education 
Bab;ysi tting 
Teenager ' s  world 
Marriage 
Family living 
Child developmen t 
and behavior 
Careers 
Nutri tion 
Ki tchen effic i ency 
Basic skills with food 
Meal planning a.�d 
preparation 
Hospi tality 
Din ing out 
Personal apTiearance 
Psychological e ffec t 
of c l o thing 
· Clo thing the fa.Inily 
Textile s  
Clothing care and 
eguipmen t 
Clothing cons truc tion 
Total number of package s comple ted 
-----
Circle your grade in school & 7 8- 9 10 . 1 1 12 
I I .  Satisfac tion 
A. Was there opportuni ty for small group ac tivi ty? Yes 
If ye s ,  was this ac tivi ty arranged by the pupils? 
1 64 
No 
___ Often Some times Seldom ___ Never 
B .  Was there opportuni ty -- for large group lea_-rning? Yes No 
C .  In which situation do you think you learn · be s t? 
____ Inde pendent s tudy 
____ Large group 
____ Small group 
D .  I s  home economics the only class i n  which you use packages? 
E. 
Yes No_�-
If no t ,  list the o ther subjects in which you use package s .  
Do learn ing package s allow you to a 
1 .  Learn at your own speed? Yes No 
2 .  To le arn what interests you ? Yes No 
3 . Explore or study in de tail one parti cular in terest? 
. 
Yes No 
4. Spend l e s s  tiille completing a pro ject? Yes No ---
F .  Briefly list what you have found to be the m ain advantages and 
disadvantage s of the learn ing package method . 
Advan tage s Disadvantage s 
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III . Learning Aids 
Following i s  a list of audio-visual learn ing aids . If you used 
the aid wi th your le arning packages ,  place an X in the column 
to the righ t .  If you used this aid wi thout assis tance from the 
teacher or teacher aid , place an X in the column headed "Used 
independently " .  
In the column to the far righ t ,  if you helped prepare the aid 
s tate bri efly what you did .  
Circle the three aids which you used mos t often . 
Learning aid - Used Used Helped prepare 
independen tly 
EXAMPLE a snapshots x X· Collec ted , mad� 
into bulletin 
board 
Films 
Tanes 
Filmstrips 
Pic ture s and clippings 
from PaPers . mrurazines 
Charts 
Models 
Graph s 
Slides 
Opaa u e  nro_iec tor 
Overhead Proje c tor 
Microsc..ones 
Chalkboard 
Phonogranh records 
Radio 
Te levision 
Bulle tin boards 
Text books 
Reference bo oks 
Mime ographed or dittoed 
workshe e ts 
Others : (please list) 
IV. Evaluation 
The following chart lists methods of e valuation . Place an X in 
one of the four columns to the righ t which bes t  de scri bes how 
frequ ently your packages were evaluated by each method . 
Evaluation devi c e  Always Sometime s Seldom N ever 
H omework 
Worksh e e ts 
Oral evaluation ' 
Note books 
Diary 
Theme s 
Problem- s i tuation tes ts 
E ssay te s ts 
Objective tes ts ( true-
false , matching , 
c omple tion ) 
Home pro.iects 
Class pro .i ec ts 
Rating scales 
Checkli s ts 
Self- evalu ati on : 
1 .  H e lp form goals 
2 .  Check own work 
3.  Find own strengths 
and weakn esses 
4. De cide when ready 
to advance 
Prete s t  
Post te s t  
. ... ... 
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FOLLOW-UP LETTER MAILED 'IO SELECTED TEACHERS 
INCLUDED IN SAMPLE SURVEY OF PUPILS 
Think back to Spring of 1971 . You will re call administering a pupil 
ques tionnaire on learn ing package s .  You had indicated e arlier on the 
teacher ,.9.Ue s tionnaire that you had f· number ..J pupils using package s .  
Of the L number_] ques tionnaire s mailed to you , {number._} were not 
re turned . Please che ck the appropriate re sponse below to indicate why 
they were not re turned.  I need this information in order to val idate 
my re sults . 
Once again , your prompt HELP i s  appreciated . 
----
----
Sincerely , 
Mrs . Marlene . Brands 
Pupi ls were absen t .  
N o t  all o f  the to tal number indicated previously had used 
package s .  
Teacher se l e c ted partic ipating pupils ac cord�ng to class , or 
e tc .  ( Ple ase indicate . )  
Other a ( Please spe cify . ) 
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